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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mx. G. T. Jenxrys, late principal secretary to the 

aster of the Rolls, has been appointed one of the 
Clerks of Records and Writs. Mr. Jenkins was called 
‘to the bar in Michaelmas Term, 1844, and has been 
conveyancing counsel to the Governors of Queen Anne’s 
Bounty. 





7 EXPRESSED on a former occasion a hope that the 

7 mendations of the Legal Departments Com- 
loners would be given effect to, and that no 
/Mecessors would be appointed to the two late clerks of 
and Writs. It would have been desirable that 

the office should have been brought under the control 
one responsible head with a competent deputy, as re- 
mended by the commissioners; and possibly, in spite 

¢ the recent appointment, this may hereafter be carried 
vse the course of the contemplated re-organization of 
departments generally. The pencen appointment is, 
ong assumed, made subject to modification ; but 
vga not the emergency have been met by conferring 
powers of deputies upon the first assistant clerks 

i the office? We do not hesitate to say that a very 





general feeling of regret will be felt that the long and 
usefal services of one of these gentlemen, Mr. Braith- 
waite, should have met with no recognition in connec- 
tion with the recent changes. 





We print elsewhere the report of the committee of 
judges on judges’ chambers. The recommendations may 
be divided into two classes—the first relating to diminish- 
ing the amount of the business transacted at chambers, 
or by the judge, and the next to the amendment of the 
mode of transacting business at chambers. As to the first, 
the suggestions, on the whole, will probably be generally 
approved; we are not quite clear, however, as to the 
recommendation that the jurisdiction as to commitment 
summonses under the Debtor’s Act shall be transferred 
to the Court of Bankruptcy, whether the change from 
the judge at chambers to the registrars will be acceptable ; 
there is no question, however, that the alteration would 
effect an important relief in the pressure of business 
at judges’ chambers. The suggestion that all applica- 
tions for injunctions, other than interim or ex parte 
injunctions, and to dissolve injunctions, should be made 
in court is also, we think, unquestionably valuable, and 
as the hearing of those applications is often lengthy, 
would result in considerable saving of time at chambers. 
The alteration in the practice as regards interrogatories, 
by confining rule 5 to applications to set aside the whole 
of the interrogatories, has Jong appeared to be desirable. 
It is better, on the whole, that the discussion on parti- 
cular interrogatories should take place on the answers 
instead of on the questions, for reasons which are well 
stated by Mr. Wilson in the last edition of nis Judica- 
ture Acts (p. 228). The remaining recommendation 
under this head—that the jurisdiction of the masters 
should be enlarged so as to extend to applications for 
discovery and inspection, and certain other matters 
—has been already urged in these columns. We must 
refer our readers to the report for the eighteen sugges- 
tions of the committee with reference to improvements 
in the mode of transacting business at chambers. 
Many of the suggestions are founded on the practice 
in the chancery chambers, and most of them are, as 
might be expected, valuable and practical. There are 
several, however, which strike us as questionable. 
To mention only one or two—Is there any suf- 
ficient reason why summonses for time should be 
made returnable at 10.30, to be heard by the 
masters at 11? This will necessitate the attendance of 
clerks from 10.30 till 11, in order to make the affidavit 
of non-attendance; which, we fancy, will give 
rise to a good deal of complaint. The hours for 
summonses before the judge not attended by counsel are 
from 11 till 2, and as not more than twenty summonses 
are to be made returnable before the judge at the same 
hour, this makes a total of sixty summonses to be heard 
(except, by consent of both parties, after counsels’ 
summonses) on each day. Probably with the reduced 
amount of business before the judge, this number 
would cover all the summonses; but it is not easy to 
suppose that this number could be heard in the time, even 
by the most rapid of the judges; while the idea of certain 
very learned and painstaking judges hearing twenty 
summonses an hour—i.e., deciding on any matter what- 
ever in three (orin thirteen) minutes is highly ludicrous. 
While all the suggestions are more or less valuable 
the great point is to insure that they are perseveringly 
and effectually carried out; and past experience makes 
us very incredulous as to this. 





A smatt Bit, which is making rapid progress through 
Parliament, proposes to enact :— 


“That the landlord, proprietor, keeper, or manager of any 
hotel, inn, or licensed public-house shall, in addition to his 
ordinary lien, have the right absolutely to sell and dispose 
by public auction of an y goods, chattels, carriages, horses, 
wares, or merchandise which may have been deposited with 
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him or left in the house he keeps, or in the coach-house, 
stable, stable-yard, or other premises appurtenant or belong- 
ing thereunto, where the persons depositing or leaving such 
goods, chattels, carriages, horses, wares, or merchandise 
shall be or become indebted to the said innkeeper either for 
any board or lodging or in any other way, or for the keep 
and expenses of any horse or other animals left with or 
standing at livery in the stables or fields occupied by such 
innkeeper.” 


It is provided that no such sale shall be made until 
after the goods shall have been for six weeks upon the 
premises without the debt having been paid, and that 
one month before the sale the landlord shall insert in 
one London and one country newspaper, circulating in 
the district where the goods “ shall have been deposited,” 
an advertisement containing notice of the sale and a 
description of the goods, with the name of the person 
who deposited the same. Now, as to whether it is or is 
not desirable to give this express power of sale we offer 
no opinion, except that innkeepers have flourished for 
many centuries without it. But attention should be 
drawn to the circumstance that under cover of getting 
this power the innkeepers are apparently attempting to 
widen very considerably the effect of their lien. The pro- 
vision of the Bill seems, at first sight, intended to apply 
only to cases where guests at inns have left behind them 
goods as a security for payment of their accounts; but we 
do not see anything in the Bill to restrict it to these goods. 
It seems to apply to all cases where goods are deposited 
with the landlord or left in the inn, including cases where 
goods are detained by the landlord under his lien. If 
this is so, the consequence will be that the landlord can 
detain the goods of the guest for the amount of his bill, 
and then sell for the amount of any debt which the guest 
may owe to the innkeeper, not as guest, but in another 
capacity. For the Bill provides that the landlord may 
“sell . 
in the house he keeps, . . where the person depositing 
or leaving such goods . . shall be or become indebted 
to the said innkeeper, either for any board or lodging, 
or in any other way ;” and it is‘subsequently provided 
that the innkeeper, ‘after having, out of the proceeds of 
such sale, paid himself the amount of any such debt,’ 
together with the costs and’ expenses of such sale, shall 


pay the surplus, on demand, 'to the ‘person’ depositing or , 


leaving the goods.’ Moreover,’ the’ Bill*appears to be 
intended, to some extent, to supply the deficiencies 
of the common law lien. An innkeeper has no lien 
on a@ horse the custody of which he has accepted in 
the character of a liveryman, or on the goods of a guest 
whom he has received as a lodger. But under the pro- 
visions of this Bill he will have the right to sell goods “‘ for 
the keep and expenses of any horse or other animal stand- 
ing at livery in the stables cr fields occupied by such inn- 
keeper”; and also to sell goods where the person ‘de- 
positing stich goods shall be indebted to the innkeeper 
“for any board or lodging.” The provisions of this little 
measure ought to be carefully considered before it passes 
through Parliament. 








We nererezep some time ago to the fact that a return 
had been ordered by the House of Commons of the num- 
ber of arbitrations undertaken by county court judges, 
and the fees paid to such judges, This return has just 
been issued, and it shows a very honourable abstention 
from arbitrations on the part of the great majority of the 
judges; andin many cases in which arbitrations have 
been undertaken they have been on wages disputes, 
The total number undertaken by all the judges in 1875 
was 17 or 18, and the fees £412 2s.; in 1876, 18 or 19, 
and the fees £305 14s.; and in 1877, 21, the fees being 
£322 10s. 














It is announced that Mr. Justice Mellor, in place of Mr, 
Justice Field, will go with the Lord Chief Baron to take 
the business of the Surrey Aseizes at Guildford, 


- any goods . . deposited’ with”him, or left: 
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THE NEW CRIMINAL CODE. 
IL. 


Tue fourth chapter of the code (“of parties to the 
commission of offences’’) deals with abetting, incit. 
ing or conspiring to commit, and attempts at offences, 
and with accessories. By section 28 a party to an 
offence is one who (a) ‘‘actually commits or takes 
part in its actual commission, either personally or 
by an innocent agent”; (b) “aids or abets any 
other person in its actual commission’’; or (¢ 
“directly or indirectly incites any other person to com. 
mit it.” Inciting is to include counselling, procuri 
commanding, soliciting, encouraging, persuading, or 
endeavouring to persuade, and compelling, or endeg. 
vouring to compel, but not mere knowledge, even 
though acted upon by the person possessing it. Where 
there is a common intention to commit an offence, each 
of the persons forming it is a party to every offence 
committed in execution of the common intention, if 
known by them to be a probable consequence of the 
execution of the intention, unless there be proof of a 
change of intention before the offence was committed. , 
Every person whois a party to the offence is punishableas 
if actually committing it. By section 29 the person in- 
citing the commission (unless he countermands the incite. 
ment before the commission of the offence) is a party toan 
offence committed in a different way from that in which 
the person committing it was incited to commit it, and to 
any offence committed in consequence of the incitement, 
or which he knew, or ought to have known, to be a likely 
consequence. These provisions do away with the old 
distinctions between principals in the first and in the 
second degree, and between principals and accessories 
before the fact. The exclusion of mere knowledge from 
the ingredients of incitement is probably founded on 
Ru v.. Prince (24 W. R. 76, L. R. 2 C. C. R. 154, 
where an attempt was made to make the: stakeholder in 
a prize fight, who was not present at the actual 
encounter, when one of the pugilists was killed, liable 
to an indictment as accessory before the fact to man- 
slaughter. Section,30- defines, the,.gffeace,af, being an, 
accessory after the fact in nearly the same maztiner a 
the older‘authorities, the chief alteration being that it 
may be committed, not only with knowledge, but als 
with “reasonable grounds to believe” that an in- 
dictable offence has been committed. Mere know- 
ledge of the offence, and failure to give information 
of it, are not to be punishable, except in cases 
where it is expressly so provided in the code. Section 
31 defines conspiracy to commit an offence as “st 
agreement between two or more persons to commit 
that offence, or to cause or procure it to be com- 
mitted.” This definition, making the agreement the 
test of the conspiracy, is consistent with that given by 
the late Mr. Justice Willes in delivering the opinions of 
the judges in the House of Lords in Mulcahy v. The 
Queen (L. R. 3H. L. 317), and also by Lord Justice 
Brett in the gas stokers’ case (L. v. Bunn, 12 Cox. 338). 
Section 32 is important, as introducing a definition of 
an attempt at an offence, which is “an act done with in- 
tent to commit that offence, forming part of a series of 
acts which would have constituted its actual commission 
if that series of acts had not been interrupted ” (by the 
offender’s voluntary determination not to complete the 
commission of the offence or otherwise). This is 
not to include cases where the commission of the 
offence in the manner proposed is in fact impossible; 
and whether the act is sufficiently near to the 
actual commission to constitute an attempt is to be 
a question of law. ‘The definition here given will 
clear up many uncertainties, though it will probably 
be impossible to lay down any general rule as to w 
act will be “ sufficiently near” to be an attempt, ‘Thus, 
in the enso of J. v. Roberts (4 W. RB. 128, Dears, 539)» 
the procuring of dies for the purpose of coining bad 
money was held to be an attempt to coin bad moneyy 
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and this would be part of the series of acts constituting 
the offence within the definition now proposed. _ Again, 
in B. v. Ransford (31 L. T. N. 8. 488), to send a letter 
inciting a person to commit a felony, although the 

n to whom the letter was addressed did not read it, 
was held to be an attempt to incite ; and under the new 
code it would have been held that the letter would have 
constituted the act of incitement, if it had not come into 
other persons’ hands, The cases of persons attempting 
to obtain money. or goods by false weights or measures, 
the fraud being discovered in time, would also fall within 
the definition. That was the state of the facts in 2. v. 
Cheeseman (10 W. R. 255, L. & C. 140), where Lord 
Blackburn defined an attempt in much the same way as 
the new code: —“‘If the actual transaction has commenced 
which would have ended in the crime if not interrupted, 
there is clearly an attempt to commit the crime.” On 
the other hand, in R. v. Collins (12 W. R. 886, L. & C. 
411), where a man had, with intent to steal, put his 
hand in a woman’s pocket, which proved to be empty, it 
was held that he could not be convicted of an attempt 
tosteal. This case would, of course, not have fallen 
within the new enactment, since the offence proposed 
was “in fact impossible.” 

Chapter 6 (which deals with unlawful assemblies, riots 
and breaches of the peace) is an important one. An 
wilawful assembly is, by section 43, defined as an as: 
sembly of three or more persons with intent either (a) 
“to commit any offence by public force,” or (b) ‘‘to 
carry out any common purpose, lawful or unlawful, in 
such a manner as to give persons in the neighbourhood ”’ 
reasonable grounds to apprehend breach of the peace. 
The first instance given seems to be founded upon 2. v. 
Brodribb (6 C. & P. 571), where Holroyd, J., held that 
a assembly of sixteen persops armed for the purpose of 
night poaching was an unlawful assembly, and the latter 
me upon R. v. Vincent (9 C. & P. 91), one of the 
Chartist prosecutions in 1839, where Mr. Baron Alderson 
hid it down that “any meeting assembled under such 
circumstances as, according to the opinion of rational and 
frm men, are iikely to produce danger to the tranquility 
ad peace of the neighbourhood, is an unlawful 


asembly;” though he added that “the alarm 
must net be merely such as would frighten 
ay foolish or timid person.” The distinction 


then indicated between what would alarm “rational 
firm,’ and what would alarm “ foolish 
or timid,” persons will no longer exist, but “ reasonable 
ground” to apprehend a breach of the peace will be the 
test of the unlawfulness of the assembly, the lawfulness 
(per se) of the object of the mecting being, as before, 
immaterial. By the following section riot consists in 
the commission of a breach of the peace “by an 
assembly of three or more persons to the terror of her 
Majesty's subjects,”’ whether the assembly was or was 
hot in the first instance unlawful. The remaining 
sections of this important chapter do not appear to 
pol any changes in the common law as at present 
g. 

The next chapter of the code meriting special atten- 
tion is chapter 12, which bears the heading “ Misleading 
Justice.” The offence of perjury, which will in future 
bestyled “ False Evidence,” is defined by section 83 as 

an assertion as to a matter of fact, opinion, or belief, 
made upon oath or otherwise by a witness as part of 
the evidence given by him in a judicial proceeding, and 
hot believed by him to be true at the time when it is 
made.” “Judicial proceeding” is to include “a pro- 
Ceding in or under the authority of a court of justice, 
or relating in any way to the administration of justice, 
or by which any legal right or liability of any person is 
or is intended to be legally ascertained.”” Any number 
of false statements in the same judicial proceeding are 
tovconstitute only one offence, and the burden of proof is 
thus provided for: if the evidence is false in fact, it is 

the acoused to show that he believed it to be true, 
While if it is true in fact the belief of the accused that 
it was false must be proved by the prosecution, Section 








85 includes within the definition of the offence any false 
oath or false declaration which would heretofore nave 
amounted to perjury under any statute. To make the 
witness’ non-belief in the truth of his evidence the test 
of his guilt is quite consistent with the cases. on the 
subject, but it will be observed that the code is entirely 
without any provision as to the materiality of the false 
evidence given, and thus what has hitherto been one 
element of difficulty in many prosecutions for perjury 
will be entirely removed. It is noticeable that Sir 
William Erle observed, in 2. v. Mullany (13 W. R. 726, 
L. & C, 596), “When the question arises whether false 
swearing in a judicial proceeding, with intent to mis- 
lead, is to be free from punishment because it is wholly 
irrelevant and immaterial to the issue that is being 
tried, that will be a question for the fifteen judges to 
decide, though for my own part I should be inclined to 
hold that any false swearing in a judicial proceeding, 
whether material or not, would amount to the crime of 
perjury.” It will, of course, still be necessary to prove 
that the assertion was relevant, since it could not other- 
wise form “ part of the evidence given.” 

Interference with the course of justice is dealt with 
by section 88, which subjects a person to seven years’ 
penal servitude ‘‘ who attempts in any way to obstruct, 
prevent, pervert, or defeat the course of justice, or con- 
spires with any person for any such purpose.’ The 
following examples of the offence are given, though they 
are not to restrict or limit the difinition :—*‘(a.) To 
dissuade, hinder, or prevent any person lawfully bound 
to appear and give evidence as a witness from so 
appearing and giving evidence, or to endeavour to do so; 
(b.) to obstruct or in any way interfere with or know- 
ingly prevent the execution of any legal process, civil or 
criminal,” 


ee 


Rebtews. 


METHOD OF LAW. 


Tue Metruop or Law: An Essay on THE STATEMENT AND 
ARRANGEMENT OF THE LeGat SranpaRD oF Conpvcr. 
By James H. Monanan, Q.C. Macmillan & Co. 


This work may be regarded as an experiment in the 
direction of a scientific codification of the law. The 
object the author appears to have set before himself is 
the reduction of substantive law to a series of doctrines 
or central legal principles, which he describes as equiva- 
lent to the most general descriptions found to be practi- 
cally useful of the characteristics of legalconduct. That 
part of the law which relates to procedure is without the 
scope of his treatise. And at the end of the book is a 
suggested draft statute intended to carry into effect the 
suggestions contained in the body of the work. The 
arrangement according to which the logical consideration 
of the principles which govern legal conduct naturally 
unfolds itself is, according to the author of the “ Method 
of Law,” as follows :—He first considers the Person, then 
the Act, under which latter head come the topics of 
Negligence, Attempts to Act, and Intention. He then 
considers duties, rights, and powers, under the desorip- 
tion of Legal Symbols. He then deals with central legal 
principles and their general classification, and classifies 
them under the following heads:—Protection of the 
Person and Personal Freedom, Ownership, and Veracity, 
under which last head he includes all the law of con- 
tracts—an arrangement which appears to us of very 
doubtful correctness, 

The book is, in some respects, clever and thoughtful, 
but we cannot say we are altogether satisfied of the 
advisability of the author’s method. We do not believe 


in the attempt for practical purposes such as codification 
to approach the law from too abstract and philosophical 
@ point of view. Metaphysical and ethical problems 





mix themselves up with law in a very perplexing manner, 
and have to be solved and dealt with as best may be; 
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but the attempt to treat law too philosophically, and 
from too abstract a point of view, seems to us to have a 
‘tendency to entangle it still more in these perplexities. 
‘We do not believe in the possibility of reducing law to 
-an exact deductive science—a dream which seems more 
or less to be always haunting the brains of very able men. 
The necessary tendency towards such a treatment of law 
is one of the great difficulties attendant upon codification. 
The common law does not start from abstract definitions. 
It is assumed that people know, or are capable of appre- 
-ciating, what is meant by certain abstract ideas, such as 
property, possession, &c., with sufficient accuracy for 
working purposes. So far as the definition is uncertain 
or insufficient, it is gradually worked out by the legal 

decisions, from the tendency of which, in this direction 

~or that, the definition must be speculatively expanded 
as fresh occasions arise, until such expansion receives 
judicial sanction. The actual method of law is historical. 
Its definitions and propositions arise originally in exactly 
the reverse way from that which Mr. Monahan contem- 
plates, viz., from actual grievances and offences against 
justice or expediency. They are not abstractions or in- 
ductions from the normal conduct of peaceable and law- 
abiding individuals.: 

Now, a code appears to us to be, as far as it goes, an 
attempt to throw the law into the shape of a deductive 
science. The idea of the code, as far as it is perfect, is 
‘that your definition should be rigid and exact, and that 
your propositions should solve every future question 
without the necessity for any expansion or alteration of 
them. We donot say that the practical men who aim 
at codification entertain an idea that a code can be 
made a sort of legal Euclid, but the tendency of a code is 
in that direction. We should think everyone who has 
attempted to frame a code must have felt its tendency 
at the outset to become entangled in all sorts of 
«metaphysical abstractions which are felt to be foreign to 

the practical genius of our law. The best mode of 
meeting this difficulty is undoubtedly by attacking the 
law piecemeal, as isin fact being done. At any rate, 
you get by this means very useful codes as to isolated 
branches, even if it be ultimately resolved that some 
branches are not codifiable. Mr. Monahan’s idea, if we 
do not misunderstand it, is at the outset to endeavour to 
crystallize into central legal principles the characteristics 
of legal conduct. We cannot think, notwithstanding that 
there is considerable ingenuity in his book, and that 
some of the remarks contained in it are incidentally very 
suggestive, that this method is desirable. It seems to 
us to involve as its corollary the proposition that codifi- 
cation should be attempted generally and not in detail. 
Our notion is that a code framed on the idea of 
scientifically expounding in a deductive manner the laws 
that ought generally to regulate human conduct with 
regard to legal relations would strongly tend to bring 
out the difficulty we have adverted to. Law is a practical 
matter ultimately, like politics. There may be, in some 
sense, a science of politics; though we admit that the 
term “science” is more applicable to law than politics. 
Stil, in the case of both, it is obviously a mistake to 
suppose that they can be brought within the range of 
exact sciences in the sense that the minutest applications 
can be deduced from broad governing principles. 
The objection, in our opinion, to any attempt at ap- 
proaching the practical treatment of law from such a 
wide basis as Mr. Monahan lays down is that it would 
very much tend to necessitate a more abstract and 
quasi-philosophical treatment of the law than appears 
to us desirable. We do not think that Mr. Monahan’s 
proposed statute errs in this way; but then we have 
some difficulty, we must admit, in recognizing in Mr. 
Monahan’s suggested statute an application of the 
somewhat ambitious principles that he lays down in his 
book. We expected something much more exhaustive 
and philosophical, whereas it strikes us that the proposed 
statute is not a ground plan upon which a grand 
scientific system of law could be based, nor, on the other 





$< 
hand, as it stands, could it be worked as a P 
measure by reason of the absence of various details ang 
qualifications which, for practical purposes, would by 
necessary. 





— — 
—_ — 





General CurrespanvVence. 


LAND TITLES AND TRANSFER.—REGISTRA. 
TION OF ASSURANCES. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal,] 


Sir,—Notwithstanding the numerous communications 
you have already at various times received, I would 
address to you a few observations on the subject of 
registration of assurances, now under consideration by 
Mr. Osborne Morgan’s committee, which I trust may not 
be wholly valueless. 

After the experience of the failure of the scheme of 
registration of title and the expression of the 
own opinion in favour of the registration of deeds ay 
distinct from registration of title (see ante, p. 242),1 
cannot but think that registration of title will have t 
be abandoned. 

As to registration of assurances then :—It seems to me 
that a facility now exists for the establishment of local 
registries which was wanting in 1853, when the Regis- 
tration of Assurances Bill (which I may observe I had 
some small share in preparing) was before Parliament: 
I refer to the district registries, under the Court of Pro- 
bate Act of 1857, which have the charge of original 
wills. Ido not see why, if a system of registration of 
assurances were adopted, those registries should not be 
made available for the purpose. It is obvious that 
similar advantages would arise to persons in the country 
from their being able to resort to these registries t 
those now possessed in the case of wills. 

But if it should not be thought desirable at once t 
establish a system of registration of assurances through- 
out England, I would strongly advocate the adoption in 
Middlesex of the scheme embodied in the Registration 
of Assurances Bill. (This suggestion, or something like 
it, has already been made by Mr. Follett and Mr. Joshua 
Williams.) 

I have of course in view not simply the plan of 
registration and indexes, but also the important provi- 
sions (see clauses 31, 39, and 51) carrying out the re 
commendations of the Registration and Conveyancing 
Commissioners to the effect :— 

(a.) That priority should be given to the registered 
rights, whether legal or equitable, according to the 
priority of the time of registration. The commissioners 
say, “ Unless this rule be established, registration may, 
in every case, be nullified by the doctrine of tacking, 
under which every purchaser having duly registered his 
conveyance may be defeated by a subsequent conveyance 
to another who is fortunate enough to acquire some out- 
standing legal estate. The want of protection in such 4 
case is one of the main causes of the inefficacy of the 
local register Acts in England. The rule is established 
in Ireland; ... .” 

(b.) That the priority given by registration to any 
person claiming for valuable consideration under a sub- 
sequent assurance obtained without fraud, should not be 
taken away in consequence of such person having beet 
affected with notice at the time of the execution of such 
subsequent assurance, s 

Indeed, I may add, that even if the plan of re; 
tion contained in the Bill were not adopted, it would 
seem that the provisions just referred to might well be 
enacted with reference to the local registries now 
ing. A. J. Woop. 

Temple, July 1, 
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Cases of the Geek. 


AcreemeNnt ror Hirine or FurnirurE—LIcence TO 
Serze—Bi11s or Sare Act, 1854, ss. 1, 7.—Io a case of 
Br parte Crawcour, heard by the Court of Appeal on the 
97th ult., a question arose whether an agreement for the 
hiring of furniture, in the form commonly adopted upon the 
gale of furniture, when the price is to be paid in a number 
of instalments spread over some months, requires registra- 
tion under the Bills of Sale Act in order to give it validity 
in the event of the bankruptcy of the purcheser. A liquida- 
ting debtor, who filed his petition on the 9th of January, 
1878, had, on the 29th of November, 1877, entered into a 
written agreement with some dealers in furniture. The 

ment provided that they thereby let to him and he 
. eurvby hired of them the several articles of furniture be- 
“Fonging to them mentioned in the schedule, and 
which were admitted by him to be of the value 
of £63. He was to pay them £10 on the signing of 
the agreement, £5 on the 4th of January, 1878, and £5 per 
month afterwards during the continuance of the agree- 
ment, and was also, on the signing of the agreement, to 
deposit with the dealers, as collateral security, promiss or 
notes for the total amount of the instalments to be paid as 
thereinafter mentioned, the notes to be without prejudice to 
the title of the dealers to the farniture and all rights re- 
served to them by the agreement, and subject also to the 
stipulation that, in case of the farniture being seized and 
removed by the dealers under a provision thereinafter con- 
tained, the whole of the promissory notes, or so many of 
them as should then be current, should after such seizure 
and removal be given up to the hirer on demand, and should 
become void. The hirer was not to part with the possession 
f the furniture without the consent of the dealers. In the 
event of the non-payment of any of the notes on the days on 
which they respectively became due, or of the breach by the 
hirer of any of the conditions to be performed by him, or in 
case the furniture should be seized under any legal process, 
the dealers might enter, seize, remove, and retake posses- 
sion of the furniture as in their first and former estate, not- 
withstanding any payments made by the hirer, which pay- 
ments were upon the hirer’s default to be forfeited to the 
dealers. Upon payment by the hirer to the dealers of the 
fWlsum of £66 by the instalments aforesaid the agree- 
ment was thenceforth to ceaseand determine, and the furni- 
ture was to become the property of the hirer; but, until the 
whole of the £66 had been paid, the furniture was to 
temain the sole property of the dealers and was only let on 
to the hirer. At the commencement of the liquidation 
the furniture was in the possession of the debtor, and it 
Temained in his dwelling-house afterwards. On the 19th of 
March, two of the monthly instalments being in arrear, the 
dealers took possession of it and were about to remove it, 
were restrained from doing so by the Court of Bank- 
Tuptey. The trustee claimed the furniture, on the ground 
‘that the agreement was a ‘‘licence to take possession of 
Personal chattels as: security for a debt,” and therefore a 
bill of sale within the Bills of Sale Act, 1854, and void 
a against the trustee, because it had not been registered 
‘ander the Act, And, moreover, that, even if this were not 
80, the goods d to the trustee, because they were in the 
order and disposition of the debtor at the commencement of 
the liquidation with the consent of the true owners. The 
ealers alleged that the operation of the reputed ownership 
use was excluded by the existence of a notorious custom 
to hire furniture in this way, and a good deal of evidence 
Was adduced on this point. The registrar, however, decided 
favour of the trustee on the first point, and did not therefore 
With the second. The Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., 
James, and Brett, L.JJ.) held that, notwithstanding the 
tora that promissory notes should be at once deposited 
the full amount of the instalments, the property in the 
7 did not pass to the debtor until actual payment of all 
instalments. There was, therefore, no licence by him 
to the dealers to seize his own goods; the licence was to 
em to resume the possession of their own 8. There 
Was no bill of sale by the debtor, and the Act did not apply. 
tion wag therefore unnecessary, and the registrar's 
could not be supported on this ground. ‘Ihe case was 
Teferred back to him to try the question of the custom upon 
the evidence, 





JcupGMENT CrEDITOR—EqQuity or RepEMprion—Execu- 
TION—RECEIVER-—27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, ss. 1, 5—Jupica- 
tuRE Act, 1873, s. 25, suB-sEcTIon 8—OrD. 42, rr. 1, 23.— 
In a case of The Anglo-Italian Bank v. Davies, heard by the 
Court of Appeal on the Ist inst., some questions of impor- 
tance were raised as to the effect of the Judgment Law 
Amendment Act of 1864, and the powers of the High Court 
with regard to the appointment of a receiver. The 
plaintiffs, on the 8th of January, 1878, recovered judgment 
against the defendant in an action in the Chancery Division 
for £87,000, and the judgment was registered. They then 
issued a writ of fi. fa. against the defendant, by means of which 
they obtained payment of £712, and the sheriff made a 
return of nudia bona beyond that amount. The plaintiffs 
then issued a writ of e/egit and lodged it with the sheriff, 
but the sheriff was unable to deliver the defendants’ land in 
execution, because the legal estate was outstanding in a 
mortgagee. The plaintiffs then commenced a second action in 
the Chancery Division against the defendant. The writ was 
served on the 4th of June, 1878, and by the indorsemert the 
plaintiffs claimed to have it declared that, by virtue of the 
judgment, they were entitled to a charge upon all and 
singular the lands, tenements, and hereditaments whereof 
the defendant was seised, possessed, or entitled for any 
estate or interest whatever in equity or at law, and in par- 
ticular upon certain specified real estate, and to have such 
charge enforced by sale, foreclosure, delivery in execution, 
or otherwise, as the court might direct, and for a receiver and 
injunction. On the 7th of June the plaintiffs moved for the 
appointment of a receiver of the rents, profits, and other 
proceeds of certain specified hereditaments belonging to the 
defendant, and Hall, V.C., made the order, without preju- 
dice to the right or possession of any prior incumbraacer. 
The defendant appealed, and it was contended on his behalf 
that, by reason of the provision of section 1 of the Act, 27 & 
28 Vict., c. 112, that no jadgment to be entered up afier 
the passing of the Act “‘shall affect land, until such land 
shall have been actually delivered in execution by virtue 
of a writ of elegit, or other lawful authority,” in pureuance 
of the judgment, there was no jurisdiction to appoint a 
receiver, at any rate until after judgment, amounting to 
an equitable execution, had been given in the second action. 
The court (Jessel, M.R., and Brett and Cotton, L.JJ.), how- 
ever, held that the receiver had been properly appointed. 
Jessel, M.R., said that, according to the practice of the 
Court of Chancery before the Act of 1864, a receiver would 
have been appointed before the hearing in a proper case, 
when the judgment was undisputed, and the plaintiff had 
issued an elegit, and the defendant had only an equitable 
estate in the land. An additional reason for acting 
promptly was that all persons are now subject to the 
bankrupt law. His lordship thought that the order would 
have been right after the Act of 1864, and before the Jadi- 
cature Act, unless it could be said that it did not vperate 
as an equitable execution. But, even if it did not, he 
still thought it would have been a right order after 
the Act of 1864, because it was the province of 
the court on an interlocutory application to take care 
that the property in question did not disappear before 
the hearing, for, where the right was declared, it 
would relate back to the time of the filing of the bill, and 
the defendant had no equity to avail himself of the delay 
that might take place in bringing the suit to a hearing. And 
his lordship was of opinion that the effect of sub-section 8 
of section 25 of the Judicature Act of 1873 was very greatly 
to enlarge the power which the Court of Chancery formerly 
oe of granting injunctions and appointing receivers. 

e thought that the High Court has now power to grant an 
injunction or to appoint a receiver upon an interlocatory 
application after, as well as before, the trial of the action, 
ona that the plaintiffs might have moved for the ap- 


pointment of a receiver in their first action without com- 


mencing a second: action. A _ large discretion was, 
no doubt, given to the judges, which they must exercise 
judicially. It was not necessary, however, to decide whether 
the plaintiffs could have applied by motion in the first action, 
for, at any rate, their right to bring the secoad action was 
not taken away by the Judicature Acts. Brett, L.J., con- 
curred in holding that the order would have. been properly 
made before the Judicature Act, and after the Act of 1864, 
He thought it unnecessary to say whether the appointment 
of areceiver would ‘‘affect” the land within the meaning 
of section 1 of the Act of 1864, and he declined at present 
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to express any opinion as to the effect of sub-section 8 of 
section 25 of the Act of 1873. Cotton, L.J., concurred, 
founding his cpinion mainly upon the jurisdiction exercised 
by the Court of Chancery anterior to the Act, 1 & 2 Vict. c. 
110, to remove a legal impediment to the exercise of the 
legal right given by 13 Ed. 1, c. 18, ap instance of which 
was afforded by the case of Neate v. The Duke of Marl- 
torough (3 My. & C. 407). In suits of that nature it was 
always the practice to appoint a receiver on an interlocutory 
application whenever a proper case for so doing was shown, 
aud his lordship was of opinion that that jurisdiction was 
not taken away by the Act of 1864, even if the effect of the 
appointment was, as his lordship thought it was, to give 
the plaintiffs equitable “execution by lawful authority.” 
Té there was any difficulty in the way, it was removed by 
sub-section 8 of section 25 of the Judicature Act, but it was 
not necessary to decide whether the motion might have been 
made in the original action. 


Appeat—Security For Costs—FOorEIGNER RESIDENT 
ABROAD—Orp. 58, R. 15.—In a case of Blownt v. Mann 
application was made by the plaintiff to the Court of 
Appeal on the 3rd inst. for an order that the defendant 
should give security for the costs of an appeal of which he 
had served notice. The defendant was an American, and it 
was alleged that he was abroad. He had failed to bring 
in accounts which he had been directed by the judge to 
furnish, and his solicitor’s clerk had always assigned as a 
reasun for the delay that the defendant was abroad. The 
evidence to this effect was uncontradicted ; but the defend- 
ant’s counsel stated that he was then actually present in 
court ; that he resided, as he had throughout the proceed- 
ings, and, in fact, for some years, at the Langham Hotel, 
in London ; and that he went on the continent from time 
to time on matters of business. The court (James, Brett, 
and Cotton, L.JJ.) held that security must be given. 
James, L.J., eaid that it was clear that the defendant was as 
much resident abroad as in England, and the court ordered 
£25 to be deposited as security. 


Raitway Desenture Stock—BEQvest ror CHARITABLE 
Purposes—9 Gzo. 2, c. 36.—The question whether deben- 
ture stock of a railway company is a charge upon or an 
interest in Jand within the meaning of the Mortmain or 
Charitable Uses Act (9 Geo. 2, c. 36), and whether, there- 
fore, a bequest of it for charitable purposes is void, which 
bas been, as our readers are no doubt aware, the subject 
of corflicting decisions, was decided by the Court of Appeal 
on the 3rd inst. in a case of Attree v. Hawes. The court 
(Jesse), M.R., and James, Baggallay, and Bramwell, L.JJ.) 
held that such stock is not subject to the prohibition of the 
Act; thus, in effect, affirming the recent decision of Malins, 
V.C., in Holdsworth v. Davenport (25 W. RB. 20, L. R. 3Ch. 
D. 185), and of Bacon, V.C., in In re Mitchell (25 W. R. 
903, L. B. 6 Ch. D. 655). 


Forricn Soverricn—Pustic PropertY—Jvnispicrion 
or Exciisu Covrt—ALiecep InreincemEnt or PaTENT— 
Ixzuxction.—In a case of Vavasseur v. Krupp, decided by 
the Court of Appeal on the 3rd inst., a question arose as 
to the juriediction of the courts of this country over the 
public property of a foreign sovereign. The Government 
of Japar, through their agente in London, bought in 
Germany avd paid for some shells manufactured in 
Germany by Meeers. Krupp. The shells were then brought 
into an Englieh port for the purpose of being transhipped 
into some vessels of war which were being built in this 
country for the Japanese Government, the intention being 
to convey the shells to Japan in those ships. The plaintiff 
alleged that the shells, if manufactured in England, would 
have been an infringement of an English patent granted 
to him for the manufacture of projectiles, and that the 
fact thet the shells were in this country amounted to an 
infringement of the patent, and be commenced an action 
agsinet Daron Kropp and the agent of the Japanese 
Government, in which be obtained from the Master of the 
Rolle en interlocutory injanction restraining the delivery 
of the ebells to any one but himself. The Mikado of 
Japon, elleging that the shells were bis public pro y as 
sovereign of Japan, afterwards applied to the Mostar of 





the Rolls that he might be made a defendant to the soton 
hig. 


and an order was made accordingly, on the terms of 
submitting to the jurisdiction of the court. The Mikado ~ 


then applied for an order that the shells might, notwith 
standing the injunction, be delivered to him as being his © 


property in his capacity of sovereign. The 

of the Rolls ordered this to be done, and the Cour; 
of Appeal (James, Brett, and Cotton, L.JJ.), affirmed 
the order. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that; 
the Mikado had submitted 1o the jurisdiction for al} 
purposes, and that the court could only recognize such a 
right of property in him as it would under the circum. 
stances recognize in any ordinary suitor. The court, how. 
ever, said that the submission to the jurisdiction was on} 
for the purpose of making the application, the object of 
which was really to prevent it being said that the persons 
against whom the injunction had been granted had com- 
mitted a breach of it by delivering up the shells to the 
Mikado. The submission was only to the process of the 
court, and did not in any way affect the right of the Mikado 
to his public property, with which the courts of this coun 
had no jurisdiction to interfere. Indeed the patent law in 
no way affected the right of property. The property of the 
owner of goods made in violation of a patent right was not 
touched by the patent law, though the courts had jurisdic. 
tion to prevent him from using the goods, and might order 
them to be delivered up. And it was clearly settled that 
the courts of this country had no jurisdiction whatever over 
the public property of a foreiga sovereign. 


Ricut or Company To Use or Traping NamE—Sim- 
LARITY tN NAME To THAT OF EstaBLtisHED CompaANy— 
Ingunction—Companies Act, 1862, s. 20.—In a case of 
Merchant Barking Compan: \of London (Limited) v. Merchants’ 
Joint Stock Bank (Limited), before the Master of the Rolls 
on the 29th ult., an application was made by the plaintiffs 
to restrain the defendants from using their name on 
the ground of its similarity, and as being calculated @ 
deceive the public. By section 20 of the Companies Agt, 
1862, “No company shall be registered under a name 
identical with that by which a subsisting company is already 
registered, or so nearly resembling the same as to be 
calculated to deceive, except in a case where such sub- 
sisting comsany is in the course of being dissolved, 
and testifies its consent in such manner as 
registrar requires; and if any company, through in- 
advertence or otherwise, is without such consent as afore. 
said, reyistered by a name identical with that by which 
subsisting company is registered or so nearly mapreeae 
the same as to be calculated to deceive, such first-menti 
company, may, With the sanction of the registrar, change its 
name, and upon such change being made, the registrar shall 
enter the new name in the register in the place of the 
former name, and shall issue a certificate of incorporation 
altered to meet the circumstances of the case.” ‘The plain- 
tiffs were an old established bank carrying on business is 
the City, and the defendants had just started as a bank ip 
Bloomsbury for the purpose of a banking business with 
the surrounding tradesmen. They had proposed first of alb 
to register themselves as the ‘‘ Mercantile” bank, but the 
Registrar of Joint Stock Companies refused under the above 
section to register them under that name, as a bank of that 
name already existed. Eventually the above name was 
and duly registered. ‘The plaintiffs contended that 
apart from the Act, and also under the above section, they 
were entitled to their injunction, as the defendants’ name 
#0 nearly resembled theirs as to be calculated to deceive 
and they further argued that the defendants, if allowed 
use their present name, would probably interfere with their 
business and attract customers from them. The Master of 
the Rolls was of opinion that the Companies Act did nob 
alter the plaintiffs’ rights. Apart from that Act, a corpori 
tion, like an individua), could trade under any name 

leased, provided they did not assume such name with the 
ntention of taking away another's business. Fraud was the 
foundation of the jarisdiction, and a company might, for 
instance call itself the “ London and Liverpool Compan 
to trade in cheese, although there might be a en 
London and Liverpool Company” trading in timber 
There was no probability of one taking the trade of the 
other, and the first company had, therefore, no eq 
against the second, The question then arose w 
Companies Act had made any difference in the above rult 
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and he thought it had not, and that the provisions contained 
jn the 20th section were merely directions to the registrar, 
qho, of course, might refuse to register a company. If, 
however, the company once got on the register, he con- 
sidered they had the same rigits as before, and if not 
sysome rule of law prohibited from carrying on their busi- 
ness, in his opinion the Companies Act did not prevent them 
from doing so, As to the particular case, he was of opinion 
that there was no intention to defraud the plaintiffs. The 
usinesses were quite dissimilar, it had not been shown that 
anyone had made any mistake with the two names, and he did 
not think such a thing probable cr possible. The customers 
and class of business were entirely distinct, The fact moreover 
of the discussion before the registrar seemed to negative any 
fraudulent intention. The only other question was whether 
the names were so similar that he must impute a fraudulent 
intention on the part of the defendants by the adoption of 
ir name. The cases that had been decided (cited in 
Buckley, at p. 18) were not of much assistance, as in each 
ease the injunction had been refused. The privciple, how- 
ever, which he considered they established, was that there 
must be distinct probability of persons being misled by the 
two names, and that he did not think here proved. As in the 
ease recently before him, where the London and County 
Bank sought to restrain the use of the name Capital and 
Counties Bank, he did not think the names sufficiently similar 
to grant the injunction. The motion was refused; the costs 
to be costs in the action. 


MorreAGE—Priokiry—W ant oF ConstDERATION—Non- 
OMMUNICATION TO MoxrtoaceE—ReciTat—EsTorprPEL— 
SunsravENT MortGaGee wirnovt Norice—27 Etiz. c. 4 
—ConsoLipaTION—AFFIDAVIT CONTAINING ScaNnpaLovs 
Matrer—Cosrs—Protix AFFIDAVITS—DIRECTION To Tax- 
ano Master—AppiTionsL utes or Court, 1875, 
ScuEpuLE, RULE 18.—In a case of Cracknall v. Janson, 
beard by Fry, J., on the 27th ult., the action was brought 
iby mortgagees for foreclosure, against the trustee under the 
liquidation of the mortgagor and some subsequent 
mortgagees, and the plaintiffs also claimed a declaration that 
a mortgage of prior date to theirs was fraudulent and void 
a8 against them under the statute 27 Eliz. c. 4, and a right 
‘to consolidate their mortgage with an equitable mortgage of 
‘other property made in favour of a prior mortgagee of the 
peperty comprised in the plaintiffs’ mortgage, but which 

teen paid off out of the purchase-money of property 
included in the plaintiffs’ mortgage, which they had sold 
under a power of sale. By their oriyinal statement of claim, 
the plaintiffs alleged that they had become second 
mortgagees of a property cailed the Selhurst Park Estate, 
the first mortgagees being an insurance company. In the 

tiffs’ mortgage there was comprised also a small plot of 

d at Norwood, of which they were first mortgagees. The 
plaintiffs’ mortgage was dated the 22nd of February, 1872, 
and when they took it they had no notice of any prior 
mortgage but that to the insurance company. The trustee 
in the liquidation of the mortgagor set up a second mortgage 
of the 15th of August, 1871, to the mortgagor's step-daughter 
4o secure the sum of £1,500. ‘This mortgage deed contained 
A recital that she had advanced that sum to him, and that 
‘he had agreed to give her security for it, She had proved for 
the debt in the liquidation, and had, by her proof, given 
ig security in favour of the trustee. It was decided by 

1, V.C. in a special case stated for his opinion (Cracknalé 
¥. Janson, 25 W. R, 904, L. R. 6 Ch. D. 735), that assuming 
the validity of this mortgage, the result of its being given 
‘up to the trustee was that he held it for the benefit of the 
Seneral creditors of the mortgagor. Upon the trial before 

, J.,it appeared that the step-daughter had lent the 
mortgagor £1,500 in 1864, but there was no evidence 
(except the recital in the deed) of any agreement to give 

seourity, or of any pressure by her for seourity, Whon 

mortgage was executed it was delivered by the mort- 
Sagor to his own wife (the mother of the step-daughter), 
‘nd it was retained by her, Its execution was not com- 
‘municated to the step-daughter, and there was no ovidence 
that she was aware of its existence until sho made her 
og in the liquidation. Under these circumstances, 

»J., held that the mortgage was void as against the 
Plaintiffs, It was urged that the recital of an agreement 


to give the mortgage was binding by estoppel on the plain- 
tite, whe claimed through the mortgagor. But Fry, J., said 
that the recital, though it would operate as an estoppel 





against the mortgagor and all persons who claimed simply 
through him, could not have that effect as against the 
plaintiffs, who claimed a higher and better title by virtue 
of the statute. The plaintiffs’ claim to consolidate arose 
thus :—After they commenced their action they soid the 
Selhurst Park property under a power of sale contained in 
their mortgage. The insurance company, in addition to 
their mortgage of that property, held an equitable mortgage 
by deposit from the mortgagor of a policy of assurance and 
some other documents to secure a different debt, and they 
claimed the right to consolidate these two mortgages, and 
refused to join in the conveyance to the purchasers of the 
Selhurst Park property, except upon the terms of being 
paid £273, the balance due to them upon their equitable 
mortgage, as well as £34,000, the balance due to them upon 
their mortgage of the Selhurst Park property. They accor¢- 
ingly received both their debts out of the purchase-moner, 
out of the residue of which a sum was placed in joint names 
to answer the claim of the trustee in respect of the step- 
daughter’s mortgage, and the remainder was paid over to 
the plaintiffs, but was insufficient to pay their debt. The 
sum paid to the plaintiffs having been thus reduced by the 
£273 paid to the insurance company in respect of their 
equitable mortgage, the plaintiffs (to whom the deposited 
policy and other documents had been delivered by the 
insurance company on payment of their debt) claimed to 
stand in the place of the insurance company, and alleged 
that they were entitled to retain the deposited documents 
until not only the £273 paid to the company had been re- 
paid to them, but until the whole of the sum due to them on 
their Selhurst Park mortgage had been paid. And it was 
contended on their behalf that the payment of the £273 to 
the company out of the purchase-money was equivalent -to a 
payment by the plaintiffs out of their own pocket. Fry, 
J., however, disallowed the plaintiffs’ claim to consolidate, 
even to the extent of the £273. He said that the doctrine 
of consolidation of mortgages rested on the fact that one 
person was the owner cf two mortgages on different 
properties. But in this case the plaintiffs never were the 
owners of the equitable mortgage. They had not paid it 
off or taken a transfer of it. It had been paid of and dis- 
charged out of the purchase-money by virtue of the com- 
pany’s right of consolidation, the plaintiffs’ right to the 
purchase-money being only a right to the balance, after 
payment of that which the company were entitled to claim, 
The plaintiffs had, therefore, no right of consolidation. A 
question also arose as te the costs of one of the affidavits filed 
on behalf of the plaintiffs. The trustee alieged that this 
affidavit contained scandalous and irrelevant matter, and 
asked that the plaintifis might be disallowed the costs of 
the affidavit. The matter complained of consisted in 
statements imputing immorai conduct 

who was nota party to the action. 

tended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the application 
ought to be dealt with on the same principle as an applica- 
tion to take an affidavit off the dle on the ground of scandal, 
and it was said that the cases in which this had been done 
showed that the court had always acted upon the applica- 
tion of the person aggrieved by thescandalous matter, and 
that it would not act upon the application of a person not 
aggrieved, even though he was a party to the action. Fry, 
J., held that the greater part of the affidavit in question 
was relevant to one of the issues in the action, and that 
that part of it which was not relevant was so simall that he 
ought not to give any special direction a8 to the taxation. 
But he expressed au opinion that the court could act ia 
such a case in the absence of the aggrieved person ; that it 
could, upon scandalous matter being brought to its atten- 
tion even by a stranger, or upon its own mere motion, strike 
out that which defiled its own records. His lordship said 
that he thought all the affidavits filed in the action were 
too prolix, and he should, therefore, give a directioa to the 
taxing master, under rule 18 in the schedule to the Addi- 
tional Rales of Court, 1875, to have regard to this ciream- 
stance in the taxation of costs. 


ee eee 


Sonrcrron—Costs or Day—Omrsston TO Fvantsa Papers 
ror Use or tus Jupas.—In a case of Oliver v. Oliver 
heard by Fry, J., on the Ist inst, the plaintiff's solicitor 
had omitted to supply any papers for the use of the judge. 
His lordship said that he shoald disallow the solicitor his 
costs of the day, and directed the registrar to take a note 
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to that effect. It afterwards appeared that an original 
document which was required was not in court. The 
parties did not agree as to the precise wording of this 
document. It was stated that the country solicitor, in 
whose possession the document wag, was believed to be on 
his way to London, and that the document would probably 
be in court by the middle of the day. Fry, J., however, 
refused to proceed with the trial. He directed that the 
case should be placed at the bottom of his list, end said 
that he should specially reserve the costs of the day’s 
hearing. 








Appuinturents, Ete. 


Mr. ANTHONY SwAINsON ALLEN, solicitor, of Bromyard, 
has been appointed Registrar of the Bromyard County 
Court (Circuit No. 23) in the place of Mr. William West, 
resigned. 

Mr. F. Annotp Baker, solicitor, of 3, Crosby-square, 
Bishopsgate, has been appointed by the Supreme Court of 
New Zealand a Commissioner of that Court for Administer- 
ing and taking Oaths, Affidavits, and Affirmations in 
England, and also a like Commissioner for taking Acknow- 
ledgments of Married Women under any Act or Law in 
force in the Colony of New Zealand requiring such acknow- 
ledgments to be made or taken. 

Mr. Tuomas Buanp, solicitor, of Nuneaton, has been 
appointed Solicitor to the Nuneaton Association for the 
Prosecution of Persons committing Indictable and other 
Offences. 

Mr. Joun Freperick EavEN, solicitor (of the firm of 
Eaden & Knowles), has been appointed Registrar of the 
Cambridge County Court (Circuit No. 35), in the place of 
his father, Mr. John Haden, who has resigned. Mr. J. F. 
Eader is an M.A. of Trinity College, Cambridge, and was 
admitted a solicitor in 1875. Mr. Haden, senior, retains the 
office of clerk to the borough magistrates. 

Mr, GrorcE Francis, barrister, has been appointed a 
Master of the Queen’s Bench Division in succession to Mr. 
Edmund Lumley, resigned. Mr, Francis is the son of Mr. 
George Francis, of Fairbrook, Kent, ard was born in 1824. 
He was educated at the Faversham Grammar School, and 
was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1850. 
He has practised on the South-Eastern Circuit and Kent 
Sessions, and he was recorder of the borough of Faversham 
from 1864 till 1872, when he was appointed recorder of the 
city of Canterbury. He has been for several years revising 
barrister for the eastern division of the county of Sussex. 

Mr. Henry James Goppev, solicitor, of 21, Lime-street, 
has been appointed by Mr. Thomas Bevan, Sheriff Elect, to 
be one of the Under-Sheriffs of London and Middlesex for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Godden was admitted a solicitor in 
1842, and is vestry clerk of the parish of St. Dionis, Back- 
church. 

Mr. Francis Henry Jeune, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed a Member of the Royal Commission to Inquire into 
the Law as to the Sale, Exchange, and Resignation of 
Ecclesiastical Benefices. Mr. Jeune is the son of the late 
Right Rev. Francis Jeune, D.D., Bishop of Peterborough. 
He was educated at Harrow, and was formerly scholar of 
Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in 
liter humaniores in 1865. He obtained the Stanhope Prize 
in 1863, and the Arnold Prize in 1867, and he was afterwards 
elected a Fellow of Hertford College. He was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1868, and 
he practises on the South-Eastern Circuit, and in the 
Ecclesiastical Courts. 

Mr. Wi111am Joun Many, solicitor, of Trowbridge, has 
been mepeesed a Perpetual Commissioner for Wiltshire for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 

Mr. Witttam Manxsy, barrister, has been appointed 
Reader in Indian Law in the University of Oxford. Mr. 
Markby is an M.A. of Merton College, and was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple. He formerly practised on 
the Norfolk Circuit, and he was a judge of the High 
Court of Calcutta from 1865 till 1867. Mr. Markby is the 
author of “Tie Elements of Law.” 


Mr. Freperick Meapows Waits, Q.C., has been elected 
a Bencher of the Inner Temple. 





$$ 


Sucteties. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting on Tuesday evening last brought the 
session of this society toa close. The meeting was held at 
the Law Institution, Mr. C. Swinfen Eady, D., in the 
chair. 

The treasurer presented a highly canon report, and 
the committee also presented their report. The following 
members were elected officers for the ensuing year;— 
Treasurer, Mr. A. M. Ellis, LL.B. ; secretary, Mr. J. Van 
Sommer, jun.; committee, Mr. S. Garrett, M.A.; Mr. C, §, 
Eady, LL.D. ; Mr. J. W. Mills, Mr. J. E. Stevens, ang 
Mr. H. R. Fargus; auditors, Mr. G.S. Gibb, LL.B., and 
Mr. E. P. Rouse. 

The following is taken from report of the committee :— 

The society has during the session held thirty-thres 
meetings, at which thirteen legal and fourteen general 
questions have been discussed. At two meetings papers 
have been read and discussions taken thereon. 

One of the papers was read on the 27th of November, 
1877, by Mr. Arthur M. Ellis, a member of your society, 
and the other on the 12th of February, 1878, by Professor 
W. A. Hunter. 

On the latter occasion the meeting of the society wag 
held in the lecture-hall of the Incorporated Law Society, 
and was attended by several members of the United Lay 
Students’ Society. 

Three meetings have been devoted to the business of the 
society. The average length of the debates, reckoning from 
the reading of the minutes to the close of the meeting, has 
been two hours seven minutes. 

The average number of speakers has been seven, and of 
voters nine. Of the latter, on an average, seven voted ip 
person and two in the register. Votes were taken at the 
close of the discussion of the paper read by Mr. Ellis, but 
no votes were taken at the close of the discussion on the 
paper read by Professor Hunter. 

‘The average number of members attending the meetings 
has been twenty, the largest number at one meeting havi 
been forty-nine, and the smallest eleven. The number 
members present at the meeting at which Professors Hunter's 
paper was read was not taken. 

On Friday, the 14th of June, 1878, a debate was held 
between your society and the United Law Students’ Society 
in the lecture-hall of the Incorporated Law Society, at 
which Mr. Frederick H. Janson took the chair. 
debate was participated in by five members of your society 
and by six members of the United Law Students’ Society, 
and lasted two hours and a half, About forty-five members 
of the two societies were present. 

Mr. G. H. Radford retired from the committee at the 
first meeting in February, and Mr. J. E. Stephens wae 
elected in his place. 

During the past session thirty-seven members have been: 
elected, two of which elections were subsequently declared 
void, the entrance fees not having been paid. he names 
of forty-one members have been removed from the rolls, 
twenty have been struck off the rolla pursuant to rule 8, of 
whom one was subsequently restored, and the name of one 
former member has been replaced, and there are now on 
the rolls of the society 218 members. At the close of the 
last session there were on the rolls of the society 223 mem- 
bers. We feel it to be a subject of congratulation that,. 
notwithstanding the unusually large number of members. 
struck off the roll this season for non-compliance with rule 
8, the number of members shows so slight a diminution, 
and although it is to be regretted that the society has lost 
so large a number of members, it is clearly undesirable: 
that the roll of the society should contain the names of 
members who are unwilling to take any active interest im 
the objects of the society. 

On the 4th of December, 1877, your society resolved— 
‘That members of the United Law Students’ Society be 
admitted to speak and vote on legal and general question® 
at the meetings of the society for a period of three months 
from this date,” and on the 5th of March, 1878, your 
society resolved—“That the period during which the 
members of the United Law Students’ Society were 
admitted to the debates of this society be extended to the 
last meeting in May.” Similar privileges were accorded to 
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yoar society by the United Law Students’ Society. Your 
gommittee believe that these privileges, of which members 
of both societies have availed themselves, have had good 
results, and no doubt operated in producing a desire for 
common debate between the two societies, which was 
carried into effect, as we have already mentioned, on the 
14th of Jone last. The precedent set on that day is one 
which your committee venture to think may be advan- 
iegeously followed on future occasions. The tendency of 
such debates would clearly be to generate a spirit of 
friendly rivalry, and so to promote the welfare of both 
societies; while each would preserve unimpaired those 
characteristics which serve to distinguish the one from the 
other, and the very difference of which serves to heighten 
the advantages of occasional intercourse, 

Your committee, while congratulating the society upon 
the facts which show an increasing life and prosperity, would 
impress upon members that, to maintain the progress which 
they believe to have been made during the past session, it is 
necessary that they should not be content to leave matters en- 
tirely in the hands of the committee, but that every member 
should interest himself in the working of the society, and 
show that interest by punctual attendance at the meetings, 
and readiness to join in the debates. And it is more 
especially necessary, if the society is to maintain its useful- 
ness, that members, when appointed to speak, should make 
a point of studying the subjects selected for debate, and, 
if unable to be present themselves, should provide deputies 
able and willing to supply their places with efficiency. A 
debate, unless ‘well opened by the first speakers, is sure to 
languish, and if debates are dull the periodical reports pre- 
sented to the society will inevitably have to speak of de- 
creasing numbers, failing income, and fading reputation. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

The society met, under the presidency of Mr. W. C. Owen, 
on Wednesday last, at Clement’s-inn Hall. Several business 
questions were disposed of, the most important being a 
motion, which was carried after a short discussion, to extend 
the time for sending in the essays for the “Davis Prize” to 
November 1st. The subject for the evening’s debate was 
opened by Mr. S. C. Hadley, from a neutral point of view, 
“That suicide should not in itself be considered a crime.” 

's. Rawlings, Collyer and Havergal spoke on the nega- 
tive side, the affirmative being defended by Messrs. Rubin- 
stein and Moyle. The debate was concluded with a few re- 
marks by the chairman, and the question, having been put 
_ vote, was decided in the the negative by a majority of 








The City Solicitor, Mr. T. J. Nelson, who is, ad interim, 
discharging the duties of the office of City Remembrancer, 
has issued an address to the Court of Common Council, re- 
questing to be transferred to the vacant post. An additional 
candidate for the vacant office has come forward in the 
personof Mr. William Hardman, Chairman of the Surrey 
Sessions and Recorder of Kingston. 


In the House of Commons, on Friday week, Sir C. Dilke 
asked the Secretary of State for the Home Department 
Whether it was the case that the result of the late South 
Northumberland election was gravely affected by the negli- 
gence of deputy returning officers in not stamping several 
ballot papers with the official stamp ; whether, at the late 
election at Southampton, about 110 ballot papers were void 
and not counted, of which about seventy were voided by the 
neglect of a deputy returning officer at a single booth; 
Whether any amendment of the Ballot Act was contem- 
lated by the Government ; and, further, whether any circular 
been issued by the Home Office to returning officers of 
the nature of that suggested by the select committee on 
Parliamentary and municipal elections which sat in 1876, 
» Cross said he believed he was correct in stating that at 
the South Northumberland election three ballot papers were 
Counted for one and nine for another of the candidates with- 
out the official stamp. At the Southampton election 70 
papers in the department of one of the presiding officers 
Were marked with the registered numbers of the voter, and 
had to be rejected in the counting, The remainder of the 
Tejected ballot papers were void in consequence of the acts of 
the voters themselves. No Bill for the amendment of the 
Ballot Act was at present contemplated by the Government, 
No circular on the subject had been issued. 





Obituarp. 


MR. PETER ELLIS EYTON, M.P. 


Mr. Peter Ellis Eyton, M.P., solicitor, died at his 
residence at Rhyl, on the 17th inst. The deceased was the 
son of the late Mr. James Eyton, solicitor, of Flint, and was 
born in 1827. He was educated at the Liverpool Institute 
High School, and was admitted a solicitor in 1853. He 
soon afterwards succeeded his father as town clerk and clerk 
to the magistrates for the borough of Flint, and carried on 
business in that town as well as at Mold and at Rhyl. He 
was subsequently appointed registrar of the Mold and Fliut 
County Courts (Circuit No. 29), and he was also for many 
years solicitor to the Flint Burial Board, and to the Flint 
Gas and Water Company. Mr. Eyton had also a large private 
practice, and enjoyed a very high reputation in North 
Wales. It may be remembered that in 1868, on the occasion 
of the Abergele railway accident he acted as legal assessor, 
and assisted Dr. Pierce, the coroner for Denbighshire, in 
the protracted inquiry as to the cause of the calamity. He 
had always taken an active part in Liberal politics in 
the district, and in 1868 he had the direction of the Carnar- 
vonshire election, and succeeded in gaining an important 
seat for his party. At the general election of 1874 he 
becamefa candidate for the Flint Boroughs, and was returned 
by a narrow majority. Mr. Eyton took an active interest 
in the welfare of his branch of the profession, especially in 
legal education. The state of his health greatly impaired 
his usefulness in the House of Commons, and he had been 
compelled to relinqnish practice, though retaining his public 
appointments. Mr. Eyton suffered a few years ago from 

ysis, but his death was caused by congestion of the 
‘ungs. He was unmarried. 


MR. RICHARD BREMRIDGE. 


Mr. Richard Bremridge, solicitor, notary, and proctor, 
formerly M.P. for Barnstaple, died at Exmouth on the 15th 
inst. The deceased was the son of Mr. Samuel Bremridge, 
of Barnstaple, and was born in 1803. He was educated at 
the Tiverton Grammar School, was admitted a solicitor in 
1825, and was for many years in partnership at Barnstaple 
with Mr. John Henry Toller (the present clerk of the peace 
for that borough) and with Mr. Edward Bourchier Savile. 
In 1841 he was elected coroner for the Barnstaple Division 
of Devonshire, and held the office until his death. He was 
a member of the old corporation of Barnstaple, and was 
successively an alderman and a magistrate for the bruger 
and he was twice mayor. His second tenure of the office 
was in 1859, in which year the Bath and West of England 
Agricultural Association held its show at Barnstaple. Asa 
testimony to Mr. Bremridge’s efforts to insure the success of 
the meeting he was elected a vice-president of the association, 
and he always continued to take a most active interest in 
its welfare. He was for a long time one of the leaders of 
the Conservative party in the town and district, and 
he twice represented Barnstaple in Parliament, namely, 
from 1847 till 1857, and again from 1863 till 1865. 
He relinquished his practiee at Barnstaple about twelve 
years ago and removed to Exmouth, where he resided 
until his death. His health had long been failing, 
and the duties of the coronership had been performed by 
his deputy, Mr. J. H. Toller. The cause of his death was 

aralysis. Mr. Bremridge was buried at the cemetery, 
Revasnls, on the 19th inst. 


MR. EDWARD HENRY PACE. 


Mr. Edward Henry Pace, solicitor, of Pershore, died at 
his residence at that place on the 24th ult. Mr. Pace was. 
born in 1823, and was admitted a solicitor in 1850, and had 
for twenty-eight years carried on business at Pershore. By his 
own unaided efforts, and with great patience and industry, 
he had established a large pt ia practice, and his 


legal knowledge and soundness of judgment had secured 
him the confidence of a large body of clients. For a short 
time he was in partnership with Mr. William Wilton 
Woodward, the present clerk to the magistrates at Pershore,. 
and with Mr. Thomas Woodward, but about a year ago he 
was joined by his nephew, Mr. Arthur William Pace. The 
deceased was for several years clerk to the Pershore Bourt 
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of Guardians, and superintendent registrar for the district, 
but he had recently been. succeeded in the former appoint- 
ment by his nephew. His death was caused by apoplexy. 


MR. CHARLES MILLER. 


Mr. Charles Miller, barrister, for many years a@ police 
magistrate at Calcutta, died at St. Jean de Luz, Basses 
Pyrénees, on the 7th ult., after a long illness. The 
deceased was the son of the late Serjeant Robert Miller, 
many years judge of county courts in Leicestershire. He 
was educated at St. Paul’s School, and for several years 
held a commission in the army. He retired from the ser- 
vice in 1863, and entered at the Middle Temple, where he 
was called to the bar in Michaelmas Term, 1866. He prac- 
tised for a short time on the Midland Circuit, but a year or 
two later he left this country for India, and was success- 
fal in obtaining business at the Calcutta bar. About ten 
years ago he was appointed coroner for Calcutta and police 
magistrate for the northern division of the city, and he 
performed the duties until the end of last year, when the 
state of his health obliged him to Jeave India and to go for 
change of climate to the South of France. Mr. Miller’s 
death will be much regretted in professional and official 
circles at Calcutta. His brother, Mr. Albert Birmingham 
Miller, formerly of the Norfolk Circuit, is official assignee 
of the Insolvent Debtors’ Court at Calcutta. 


MR. WILLIAM ALEXANDER EVEREST. 


Mr. William Alexander Everest, solicitor, of Epsom and 
Worthing, died suddenly at the latter place on the 12th 
ult. Mr. Everest was the son of the late Mr. William 
Everest, solicitor, of Croydon and Epsom, many years 
clerk to the Epsom Board of Guardians: He was articled 
to his father, and was admitted a solicitor in 1854, when 
he went into partnership with his father and with the late 
Mr. Thomas Aveline, but for many years he had carried 
on business alone, having offices both at Epsom and at 


ow Mr. Everest bas left a widow and eight chil- 
en. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 


Tue following is the report of the committee of judges 

appointed to consider the present practice at the chambers of 

the judges of the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Ex- 

chequer Divisions, and to report whether any, and what, im- 
ements can be made:— 

We have held several meetings to consult and consider 
what alterations can be beneficially made in the practice and 
the mode of conducting business at the chambers of the 
judges of the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer 
Divisions of the High Court; and have been assisted by the 
opinions and advice of Sir Frederick Pollock, the senior 
master; of Messrs. Chitty, Pike, Butterworth, and Allen, 
special pleaders of great experience and large chamber prac- 
tice ; of the president of the Incorporated Law Society; of 
some of the most experienced of the chamber clerks of the 
jadges; and of other gentlemen, being solicitors or managing 
elerks, who are much engaged in chamber practice. 

Althongh these gentlemen do not concur in all the 
recommendations we propose, they are unanimous as to 
some of them ; and as regards the others, we have adopted 
such as we have reason to hope will effect a considerable 
improvement in this branch of judicial administration. 

In the course of our inquiriés, it became evident to us 
that the pressure and inconvenience hitherto felt at 
chambers, especially as regards that portion of the busi- 
ness which is assigned to the judge, as distinguished from 
the mastere, might be materially relieved : 1st, by a trans- 
fer of a part thereof to another and more appropriate 
tribunal ; 2ndly, by enlarging the jurisdiction of the 
masters ; and 3rdly, by simplifying the practice as regards 
in 

1, Onr first recommendation relates to commitment sum- 
— igsued under the Debtors’ Act, 1869, 32 & 33 Vict. 
cap. 62, 

By the 6th section of that Act “any court may commit 
to prion for a term not exceeding six weeks, or until pay- 
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ment of the sum due, any person who makes default in 
payment of any debt, or instalment of any debt, due from 
him in pursuance of any order or judgment of that or any 
other competent court.” 

This jurisdiction, which by the Act is conferred on the 
superior courts of law and equity, on the county courta, 
and on other local tribunals, is, as regards its exercise 
the common law divisions, committed by rales of cour} 
made under the 10th section to the judge sitting at cham. 
bers. It is, perhaps, owing to the restrictions contained in 
the sub-sections of the 5th section, which in effect prohibit 
any inferior court from dealing with jadgments of the High 
Court for sums of £50 and upwards, exclusive of costs, 
although they may deal with judgments of any other 
court to any amount, that the practice has grown up of 
making all applications for committal upon judgments of 
the High Court, whether above or below £50, to a judge aj 
chambers. 

As the masters’ jurisdiction does not extend to matters 
involving the liberty of the subject, the whole burden of this 
branch of business falls on the judge ; and when it is con- 
sidered that all the business of the'three divisions which ig 
not assigned to the masters has to be done by a single jud 
it may readily be supposed, as the fact is, that the exercise 
of this branch of jurisdiction takes up a considerable portion 
of time, and greatly interferes with the regular chamber 
business. 

We believe this jurisdiction has never been exercised by 
the Chancery Division. 

We can see no reason for retaining this jurisdiction, and 
are of opinion that it ought to be transferred to the Court 
of Bankruptcy, which is specially conversant with the 
dealings and practices of insolvent debtors. 

Of this proposal, all the gentlemen who have favoured 
us with their views have expressel their unanimous ap- 
proval. 

2. We think that applications for injunctions (other 
than interim or ex parte injunctions), and applications to 
dissolve injunctions, should be made in court and not at 
chambers. As two judges always remain in town during 
vacations, there seems no reason why such applications, 
which are generally of great importance, and often take 
much time, should be made at chambers. 

8. We think that the jurisdiction of the masters may well 
be enlarged. We see no reason why they should not dis 
of all applications for discovery and inspection; of applica. 
tions for orders nisi for charging stock, shares, &c.; and of 
all matters of interpleader, except cases where all the parties 
concerned consent to a trial or decision by the judge without 
a jury, or special case; and except where the amount in dis- 
pute is under £30 and one of the parties desires the judge to 
adjudicate finally on the matter. 

As regards the right of appeal from the master to the 
judge, we were disposed to abolish it, and to require the 
appeal to be made direct to a divisional court ; but our atten- 
tion having been called to the large number of cases in which 
the decision of the judge upon appeal from the master is 
treated by the litigants as final, we think that it would be 
wrong to subject them in all cases of appeal to the increased 
expense of a resort in the first instance to a divisional court.g 

The business which will then remain in the sole cognizance 
of the judge may be thus summarized :— 

1. All matters relating to criminal proceedings, or involy- 
ing the liberty of the subject. 

2. The removal of actions from one division to another. 

3. The settlement of issues except by consent, 

4. Appeals from masters and registrars, 

5. Prohibitions, 

6. Injunctions and other orders under sub-section 8 of sec- 
tion 25 of the Judicature Act, 1873, or under order 52, rules 
1, 2, and 3. 

7. Awarding of costs other than the costs of proceedings 
before the master, 

8. Reviewing taxations. 

9. Orders absolute to charge stock, funds, annuities, or 
shares of dividend or annoal produce thereof. 

10, Acknowledgments of married women. 

11. Service out of the jorisdiction of writs of summons, 
or notice thereof, 

4. We recommend an alteration in the practice as regards 
interrogatories, 

At present two methods are prescribed under order 31, 
by which particular interrogatories may be objected to; 


, 
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one under rule 5, by an application before answering 
{o strike out the interrogatory objected to; the other onder 
rule 8, by which the validity of an objeciion, stated in the 
affidavit by which one or more are answered to answering 
the others is tested. 

The provision of rule 5 appears to us to be unnecessary, 
and we think that the validity of an objection to a particular 
jnterrogatory is better determined when the party called on 
to answer has answered all which he does not object to, and 
has stated in his affidavit the grounds of his objection to 
answering the others, 

We therefore propose to amend and re-cast rule 5, so as to 
gonfine it to applications which have for their object to set 
aside the whole of the interrogatories, and that where this 

lication cannot be sustained, the party should be required 
to answer those to which he does not object, and to state his 
reason for not answering the others, in accordance with rule 8, 


Chamber Practice. 

We now come to that branch of the inquiry upon which 
there exists most diversity of opinion, and which we have 
found the greatest difficulty in dealing with. The difficulty 
is enhanced by the want of proper accommodation at the 
Rolls Gardens, and the great increase in the amount of 
business transacted. 

The proposals we are about to make must, of course, be 
considered as experimental. 

At the same time, we wish to state that they have in sub- 
stance received the approval of the majority of the practi- 
timers whom we have consulted; and we trust that the 
experiment will be fully and fairly tried before any further 
change is made, except in the mere details of the scheme. 

The regulations we propose are the following :— 

1, That solicitors applying for summonses shall be at 
liberty, and shall be invited, to bring the form of the sum- 
mons ready filled up to the judge’s clerk to be signed and 
entered as hereinafter mentioned, together with a copy to 
tefiled. If this practice were to become general much time 
would be saved at chambers, both to the solicitor and the 
judge's clerk. 

2, That summonses shall be arranged in three classes :— 

a.) For time only. 
.) Summonses to be heard by the masters. 
¢.) Summonses to be heard by the judge. 

We propose to establish a different practice as regards 
summonses before a juige and summonses before the masters; 
but ifthe establishment of a list in the case of a judge 

be found useful, it may subsequently be extended to 
the masters, 

8, That all summonses for time only be made returnable 
at half-past ten, and be heard by the masters at eleven in 
Prority to any other business. 

4. That all other summonses be made returnable at 
successive hours, commencing as regards the judge at eleven 
clock, and as regards the masters at twelve, and that no 
more than twenty summonses be made returnable before 
the judge or sixty before the masters at the same hour, and 
that the hour of the return shall be inserted in the summons 
by the clerk who has the charge of the book hereinafter-men- 
. In the case of summonses returnable before the 
judge the summons will also be entered in a list as sub- 
quently provided. 

6, As regards all summonses returnable before a master, 

an order can be obtained for default of attendance 
of the other side, an affidavit will have to be made, as 

fore, of the due service of the summons and of the 
non-attendance of the other party for half-an-hour from 
the return thereof, 

6, That a book, prepared for the entry of summonses 
for hearing by the judge, in daily numerical lists, be kept 

such one of the judge's clerks as may by arrangement 
ween them be appointed for that purpose, and, in 

It of any arrangement, by each clerk in rotation, for 

& week at a time, commenving with the junior clerk sitting 
“tchambers. His duty should be to enter each judge's 
summons in its appropriate column, and in numerical 
Order, in the list of the day on which it is made return- 
le, together with the hour of its return 3 to mark on the 
summons the hour of its return, and the number and 
column in which it is entered in the list; and to make out 
bo forward to the printer, as early as practicable, a copy 
the list for the following day. Every copy summons 
shall contain the number and column, as in the 





original. It is also to be the duty of the same clerk to 
mark with the hour of the return summonses before the 
masters. 

7. That the list contain the following colamns :— 

(1.) Summozses to be attended before the judge by 
counsel, 

(2.) Summonses before the judge not to be attended by 
counsel. Each column to be numbered with consecutive 
numbers, commencing with No. 1. 

8. No summons which a master is authorised to hear, 
should be entered in the judge’s list; nor is any summons 
to be returnable before any master which the master is not 
authorised to hear. Any summons wrongly entered in the 
list to be liable to be struck out, and to be mode returnable 
on the following day. 

9. That the party taking out a summons (other than a 
summons for time only) shall be required to take it to the 
clerk who has charge of the book, that it may be marked, or 
marked and entered, as hereinbefore directed. 

10. That a copy of the judge’s list for the next day de 
exhibited as early as practicable in a conspicuous place on 
the outer doors of the chambers, and another copy put 
up in each of the halls where summonses are attended, at 
the opening of chambers, on the day on which the list is to 
be disposed of. 

11. That if any respondent to a judge’s summons, not 
entered to be attended by counsel, be desirous of attending 
by counsel, he shall give notice thereof to the clerk in charge 
of the book before the summons is called on. The clerk 
shall then transfer the same +o the bottom of the counsel's 
list of the day, to be heard in its order, and correct the other 
column accordingly. 

12. That the clerk in charge of the book be authorised to 
receive and file written consents to orders or adjournments. 
As regards judges’ summonses, he shall in the former case 
strike the summons out of the list for hearing; and in the 
latter, shall re-enter it in the book for the day and hour to 
which it stands adjourned. 

13. That the judge and masters attend at eleven o’clock each 
day, and continue their sittings (as far as may be practicable) 
till the lists are disposed of, the masters who attend chambers 
being relieved of all other duties for that day. 

We should have been willing to give an earlier hour than 
eleven for the commencement of business, but the statements 
on this point of numerous practitioners have convinced us 
that to do so would be highly inconvenient to them. 

14. That counsel be heard by the judge at two o'clock. 
That all summonses attendable before the judge and not 
marked to be attended by counsel and not then disposed of 
stand adjourned till the following day, except such as both 
= desire to have heard after the counsels’ list shall 

ave been exhausted, so that no solicitor be compelled to 
wait while counsel are being heard. . 

Summonses thus adjourned to be entered as such in the 
list for the following day, and to have precedence of the 
list of that day. 

We think that it would be expedient that masters 
summonses, attended by counsel, should all be taken by one 
master, so that the other two masters may proceed without 
interruption with the other summonses. 

15. That the summonses in the judge's list be called in 
their order of eatry. If neither party appears, the summons 
to be passed over till the list for that hour has been gone 
through. The list for that hour of cases passed over, to 
be then called on in their order, snd if neither party then 
appears, the summons to be struck out. If one party only 
appears, either on the first or the second call, an order to be 
made, if required, either dismissing the summons upon an 
affidavit of service, with costs, or granting the spplication, 
as the case may be, and as the judge may think fit. No 
affidavit of non-attendance to be required for any summons 
in the judge’s list. 

16, That where a judge's summons has been struck out 
for non-attendance the matter thereof is not to be heard 
except upon a fresh summons, and no wore than one 
summons to be issued for the same, or substantially the 
same matter, without special leave. 

17. That the same fee for attendance be allowed, 
whether an order is made by consent or upon hearing ; 
and that orders made by consent be expressed to be 80 
made, 

Lastly, we think it essential to secure the suecessfal 
working of this, or indeed of any arrangement of chamber 





768 


THE SOLICITORS’? JOURNAL. 


July 6, 1878, 








practice, that a door-keeper should be provided for the 
judge and for each of the three masters, to regulate the 
admission of parties and preserve order, and to take charge 
of the affidavits. 

We are persuaded that great loss to the revenue, as 
well as great inconvenience to the parties, is occasioned 
by persons who use affidavits at chambers taking them 
away in order to save the fee for filing them. 

To carry into effect these recommendations it will be 
necessary to pass a short Act of Parliament to amend the 
Debtors Act, 1869, and an order of the Supreme Court to 
amend orders 31 and 54. 

The recommendation which we have made for allowing 
solicitors the same fee on giving a consent to an order as is 
allowed for attending the summons before a judge or master 
will require a slight amendment of the scale of costs. 

The alterations we have proposed in the mode of conduct- 
ing business at chambers will not require either an 
Act of Parliament or an Order of the Supreme Court. 
They are mere regulations which the judges of the three 
divisions are competent to make, and which we hope that 
they will be prepared to make, as soon as they have 
received the sanction of the treasury for the necessary 
printing of lists, and the employment of door-keepers. 

(Signed) A. E. Cocksurn. 
R. Lusx. 
Wiis V. Fiep. 
J. W. HuppezsTon. 
Epw. Fry. 





Leqal Pews. 


At the Hertfordshire Quarter Sessions, held at Hertford on 
Monday, the magistrates proceeded to the appointment of a 
chairman in the room of Lord Salisbury, who has resigned. 
Mr. C. W. Wilshere, as the senior magistrate present, pro- 
posed the appointment of Lord Cowper, who has for several 
years filled the position of deputy-chairman. The Rev. 
J.J. Jessopp seconded the nomination, and no other magis- 
trate being proposed, Lord Cowper was unanimously ap- 
pointed. 

At the dinner to the judges at the Mansion House on the 
28th the Attorney-General, speaking for the “ Bar,” said 
they were a highly appreciative body, and, having very few 
pleasures and much hard work, they could enter with zest 
on an entertainment such as that annually offered by the 
Lord Mayor to those whom the bar had every reason to re- 
gard with reverence and affection—he meant her Majesty’s 
jadges. The bar and the corporation were old friends. 
The corporation frequently employed the bar, and the latter 
always made a point of regarding those who with any regu- 
larity threw work in their way. But joking apart, he believed 
the bar would, if necessary, struggle as in times gone by to 
maintain the rights and liberties of the people, and he could 
only hope their strength would be equal to their will. It 
had been said that the bar of the present day was neither so 
learned nor so eloquent as in past generations, but he had 
consulted some of his learned friends, and they modestly 
said there was no truth in the assertion. Others owned the 
soft impeachment and urged that they had no time to be- 
come learned. However that might be, the bar was as 
honourable and as independent as of old. 


There was a ‘‘scene”’ in the Irish Court of Appeal on 
Tuesday. After the judgments in a case on appeal from the 
Probate Division had been delivered, the Lord Chancellor 
expressed dissent from a lega) view taken by the Lord 
Justice Christian, who replied that in a matter of probate 
law, or indeed, in any question of law, the Lord Chancellor 
was more probably right than himself, but he would not 
pursue the discussion. At the sitting of the court on 
Tuesday, Lord Justice Christian said he at first feared 
he must have fallen into a very mischievous error when 
he found the Lord Chancellor thinking himself under 
the necessity of taking a course unprecedented in 
judicial vsage. He had since given the matter the best 
consideration he could, and he was bound to say with 
the utmost diffidence, that the correction which was ad- 
tainistered to him was uncalled for and he thought mistaken ; 
but, whether be was right or wrong in the law he had Jaid 
down, he thought he might say there was nothing so alarm- 





ing or so shocking in his proposition as that even the mos. 


devoted of testamentary and ecclesiastical specialists should 
deem it necessary to make a sudden and astonishing departure 
from the whole course of judicial usage. With the mogt 
profound respect and deference, he declined the Lord Chap. 
cellor’s rebuke. He would not accept it, believing, as he di 
that it was doubtful in law, and feeling certain that it wag 
more than doubtful as regarded professional usage ang 
etiquette. The Lord Chancellor.—‘I intended no disrg. 
spect to the Lord Justice in expressing my dissent from what 
I understood to be the view of the law that he expressed, 
In my judgment I dissented for the very same reasons that 
influenced the judges here on Saturday last when 
thought it right also to express their dissent when one 
their number stated a proposition with which the others did 
not agree. There was no disrespect to the Lord Justice in 
expressing dissent from a proposition which, to say the leas 
of it, Ido think is entirely novel and unsupported by 
authority.” Lord Justice Christian.—“ It is not unusual, 
for one judge who follows another in the course of the de. 
livery of his judgment to express his disapproval or dissent 
from the propositions advanced by his predecessor ; but 
what has presented itself to my mind as unusual—and J 
must repeat that in my own long experience I never before 
saw an instance of it—is that after the whole case had been 
concluded, after every judge had concluded his judgment, 
and the Lord Chancellor had made himself perfectly seoure 
from being held responsible for any shortcomings of his 
weaker brethren—that after all this he should pronounce a very 
emphatic condemnation.” The Lord Chancellor.—‘‘ Not con 
demnation, a dissent.” Lord Justice Christian.—“‘ Excuse me, 
it was more than that ; it was rather by the manner than the 
language.” The Lord Chancellor.— “I did not intend any- 
thing of the kind.” Lord Justice Christian—*“TI had my 
own opinion, and I expressed it; the Lord Chancellor had 
his view, and he stated it with a clearness and fulness that 
made it perfectly impossible that he could for a moment be 
made responsible for what had been said by another.” The 
Lord Chancellor.—‘I regret very much that there has bem 
this misunderstanding. Every one knows that I am about the 
last person in the world who would raise any controversy 0r 
dissension unmeaningly.” The matter then dropped. 





Leqislation of the Weck. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
JUNE 27.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Dentat Practitioners. Prison Auruoririzs Act, 1874, 


AmenpMent. Oonway Brince (Composition oF 


Dzsr). 


BILLS PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE. 
Buus or Satz. Hicuways (Sour Watzs). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Briis.—Brooks’s Estate, Great Southern and 
Western Railway, Great Eastern Railway (General Powers), 
Cheadle Railway, East Retford Borough, Bradford Cavab 
Transfer. 

Monvments (Metropo.is No, 2). Poor Law AMENDMENT 
Acr AMENDMENT. 


JUNE 28,—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bi1s.—North British Railway, Manchester 
Suburban Tramways, ‘Taff Vale Railway, Ramsey and 
Somersham Railway, Great Eastern and Bury St. Edmunds 
and Thetford Railway Companies, Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Railway. 
JULY 1.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
PARLIAMENTARY AND Municipal Recistration ConsoLipA~ 
TION Bint. 


BILL PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE. 
Prison Auruonirizs Act AMENDMENT. 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitts.—Lord Stafford’s Estate, Great Northerm 
Railway (Further Powers). 
Enctosure ProvisionaL Oxper (Carne Pizz As> 
Hanzovr Oxpens Convimmarion (No. 1), Hienwart 
(Sourn Wazs). 
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‘JULY 2.—BILL. READ A SECOND TIME. 
_ Parvats But.—Lord Tredegar’s Estate. 
BILL PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE, 
Conway Bripcz (Composition or Dzst). 


BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brut.—Chester Tramways. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
JUNE 27.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME, 

ParvaTe Birt.—TIlen Railway. 

JUNE 28.—BILL PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE. 
Mernopotis ImpRoveMENT ProvisionaL OrpERS ConFIRMA- 
710N (Bowman’s Buitpines, Maryizxonez, &c.). 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Yiementary Epucarion ProvisionaL OrnpER CoNFIRMATION 
(Lonpoy). 
JULY 1.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Contactous Diszaszs (ANIMALS). 
BILL PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE, 
Errine Forest. 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Mernorotis Improvement ProvisionaL OrpEers CONFIRMA- 
tion (Bowman’s Buitpines, Maryiezone, &c.). 
JULY 2.—BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Batish Museum.—Bill to enable the trustees of the 
British Museum to remove portions of their collections, (Mr. 
Walpole.) : 

JULY 3.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

_ Bitt.—East London Railway (Payment of 
Debts). 

Hasirval DrunKarps. 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Country Courtrs.—A Bill to extend the jurisdiction of the 
county court, and to facilitate the transfer of actions to 
and from the county court and the High Court of Justice, 
and for other purposes. (Mr. Watkin Williams.) 








daw Stuvdent’s Sournal. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The under-mentioned gentlemen were on Wednesday 
called to the bar :— 

Iyyer Tzmpie.—Percy Pellew Lascelles, George Bill- 
ingsley Richardson, William Rose Smith, Herbert Stuart 
Sankey, Edward Knowles Corrie, the Hon. Hamilton James 
Tollemache, Alfred Kingdon, Alfred William Spence Hitch- 
man, William Henry Peers Williams, Bertram Fulke Harts- 
horne, Cecil Maurice Chapman, Francis Hugh Thornton, 
John James Warren, Henry Rowse, Robert Moreton Howard, 
Maurice Otho Stanislaus y fas Kowalski, Francis Montagu 
Lloyd, Alfred Arnold, Ernest Page, Harry Hadden Wickes 

ham, Thomas ao na, 54 Morrison Wilde, Frederick 
as Fraser, Francis John Collinson, Richard Donne 
Hancock, Wilhelm Otto Adolph Julius Danckwerts, Charles 
er Atkinson, Henry Marmaduke Hewitt, and Francis 
William Percival, Esqs. 
DLE TempLe.—James Samuel Gordon M’Cullagh, 
Edward Forbes Lankester, William Aldam Milner, James 
nce Carew, Thomas Francis Byrne, William Nethersole, 
Roland Edmund Prothero, Nash Hamilton Williams, Henry 
Amelius Adams Gridley, Edward William Presgrave, Fran- 
cls H. Dawkins, Henry Arthur Smith, Thomas Baynes, 
Walworth Howland Roberts, Herbert Bradley, and Mori 
Yoshi Nagaoka, Esqs. 

Lincotn’s-inn,—Herbert George Pearse, William Henry 

Hyndman Jones, John Wynne Jeudwine, Fentham Hedges, 
le Baggallay, Joseph Tanner, Alexander David Mao- 
Basil Edwin Lawrence, Charles Bramley, jun., Ed- 
ward Evans-Llo d, Charles Harrison Tindal, Ebenezer 
Samuel Wilkins, Henry Scott Ryan Goodeve Chuckerbutty, 
Vere Speke Alston, Frank Loftus Wright, Sheikh Amiruddio, 
Brenchley Rosher, and John Wallace Kidston, 


J ¥’s-IvN.—Stuart Maoaskie, Frederick Cooper Willis, 

Cshua Slater, Vincent Brown, Charles Alfred Russell, 

Monuntford Kinsey Vale, William Henry Spackman, 
Speechly, Haqa. 


Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF 
Date. APPEAL. 
Monday, July.. 8Mr. Koe 
Tuesday ...... 9 Clowes 
Wednesday.... 10 Koo 
Thursday .... 11 Clowes 
Friday........ 12 Kove 
Saturday...... 13 Clowes 


V. C. Bacon. 


8Mr. Milne 
9 Merivale 
Milne 


Mastge oF THES 
eaaing V.C. Mains. 


Mr. Leach Mr. Holdship 
Latham eesdal 
Leach 
Latham 
Leach 
Latham 


V. C. Harn. 


Mr. PembertonMr. King 
Ward Farrer 
Pemberton King 
Ward 


Farrer 
Pemberton King 
Ward 


Monday, July.. 
Tuesday ...... 
Wednesday.... 10 
Thursday .... 11 Merivale 
Friday.....e.. 12 Milne 

Saturday...... 13 Merivale 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
LONDON. 
Trinity Sirtine, 1878. 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Concluded from page 689.) 
QB 153 Price, trustee, &c (Lewis, M & L) v Walker (Bischoff 
& Co) (commission) SJ 

QB 154 L- aecurae (Ingledew, I & G) v Alston (Lumley & L) 


QB 155 Charles, Tennant & Co (Plews & Co) v The Commer- 
cial Union Insurance Co (Hollams, Son & C) (com- 
mission) SJ 

CP 156 Faucon, Picuchet & Cie (F W Mount) v R Jenkins & 
Co & Martin & White (F S Herbert) (commission) 


Farrer 


SJ 

C P 157 General Engine & Boiler Co (Markby, T & S) v Boord 
& Son (E Hughes) SJ 

Ex 158 Carr (Terrell & H) v Curths & Ross (H W Christ- 


mas) 
QB 159 eB can, eatng, Se Y & R Gole) v Langton (J 
Ex 160 Hammond & anr (H C Godfray) v Miller (Beyfus 
& B) 


CP 161 Watts (J Hands) v Bennet (Field, R & Co) SJ 

C P 162 Harper, trustee, &c (H Aird) v Palmer & Hall (Par- 
ker & Clarke; Williamson, H & Co) SJ ‘ 

Ex 163 Reeves (C Eyre) vy London General Omnibus Co, limd 
(Stevens, W & H) SJ z 

CP 164 Pourailly Freres (Waltons, B & W) v Waikins (G 
Kebbell) SJ 


e 

QB 165 Batt & Co (Hollams, Son & C) v Durant & Co 
(Murray, H & Co) SJ 

Ex 166 Chopping Af R Preston) v Bromley (Doyle & Sons) 

Ex 167 Young (Wilkins, B & F) v The Sonora Co & ors 
(Elmslie & Co; Mozley & S) (commission) SJ 

CP 168 Kaltenback (Parker & Clarke) v Mackenzie (Hollams, 
Son & C) (postponed) SJ 

Ex 169 Vries (Rice & B) v Jones (Gard & C) SJ 

QB 170 Walker, Bros & Co (Hollams, Son & C) v Steel & 
Craig (Plews & Co) SJ : 

CP 171 E Pellas & Co (Lowless & Co) v Hentene Marine In- 
surance Co, limd (Shum, C & Co) SJ 

QB 172 Roe (Stibbard, G & Co) v Godsell (Sorrell & Son) SJ 

Kx 173 Fardeil (Baylis, B & P) v London & South Westera 
Ry Co (M H Hall) SJ 

QB 174 The West Riding Union Banking Co (Shum C & Co) 

. v The Colonial Trusts Corporation, limd (Foss & L) 

(commission) SJ 2 

CP 175 Parpaite Freres (W F Nokes) v Dickinson (Hay- 
wards, K & S) (commission) 

QB 176 Wakefield & Co (Hollams, Son & C) v Engelhardt & 
Co (Druce, Sons & J) (commission) SJ : 

CP 177 Freytag. - Palmer) v Oppenheimer & anr (Emanuel 
4 3S) 8 


QB 178 —— (Druce, Sons & J) v Preston (Parker & C) 


QB 179 Oppenheimer & aur (Emanuel & S) v_ Vogel, Hage- 
dorn & Co (Saunders, H & B) (commission) 

QB 180 Pickup (Hollams, Son & C) v Thames & Mersey 
Marine insurance Co, limd (Freshfields & W) SJ 

C P 181 Taylor, Bethell & Roberts (Walton, B & W) v The 

niversal Marine Insurance Co (Hollams, Sons & 

0) (ommaaens SJ 

CP la 7 Johnson & Co (Same) v Mo Laren (Same) 

(commission) SJ 
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CP 183 Flower (Farnfielde) v Spicer (Lyne & H) SJ 

CP 184 A Tesdorpf & Co (Waltons, B & W) v Gates (T 

Cooper & Co) (stayed) SJ : 

CP 185 Wentnes (Lowless & Co) v Lucovich (Ingledew & 
Cc 


0) SJ 
Ex 186 Jeutrin (Houghtons & B) v Inglelath (L W 
Tego 
CP 187 Hutchings (Irwin & N)v Honey & ors (Meredith 
& Co; Blewitt & T) S 
QB 188 — &anr (Brook & C) v Griffin (Walter & M) 
J 


CP 189 ed (J N Fulton) v Crawshay (Crowder, A & V) 








SJ 

QB 190 Jno Batt & Co (Hollams, Son & C) v J Dennis & Co 
(J R Bailey) SJ 

QB 191 Gossler & Co, & ors (Druce, Sons & J) v Colonial Co 
limd (Maples & Co) (comm.) SJ 

CP 192 7 & aur (Wild, B & B) v Winstone (Taylor, H 


) 
Q B 193 Burns (J Mackrell) v Nowell (Hare & F) SJ 
Ex 194 Bolton (Lewis, M & L);v Bayley & ors (Watney & T) 
SJ 


Ex 195 Ayre (Myers, M & H) v The Withernsea Pier, 
Promenade, Gas & Genl. Improvement Co limd 
(Milne, R & M) SJ 

CP 196 Ditton (Wild, B & B) v Mason (W Sturt) SJ 

CP 197 Banister (Warry, R & 3) v The Local Authority 

: for the County of Middlesex (Nicholson & H) SJ 

Ex 198 Kino (Rooks & Co) v Northern Assurance Company 
(Holiame, Son & C) (stayed) SJ 

Ex 199 Same (Same) v Commercial Union Assurance Co 
(Same) (stayed) §J 

QB 200 Kneale & aur (J J Hutchinson) v Christian (E W 


LeRiche) 

QB 201 Governor & Co of the New River (Thompson & D) 
v Kitchener (Price & S) 

CP 202 Edwards (Miller, S & B) v Whitehouse (J Mote) 

CP 203 Newcombe (Ley & B) v London, Chatham & 
Dover Railway Co & A Buer (J White & L Lewis) 

QB 204 Corrie (W J Foster) v Kemble (Hawkins, W & 8) SJ 

CP 205 Prince (P W Nazer) v Wynter (Lewis & L) 

Ex 206 — (H W Christmas) v Pickford & Co (Beard 

on) 

Ex 207 Warren (Same) v Same (Same) 

Ex 208 Theobold (Horne & H) v Dawes (Evans & E) 

CP 209 Taylor, Bethell and Roberts (Waltons B & W) v 
Hope (Gregory R & Co) (commission) SJ 

QB 210 Lombardi eet G & Co) v Vanderweyde (J M 
Upfill) S. 

QB 211 Smith (N Jourdain) v Mathews (R G Marsden) 

QB 212 Harvey (Hollame, Son & C) v McGuire (Saffery & 


a. 
Ex 213 — (Saffery & H) v Harvey (Hollams Son & C) 


QB 214 Clinch & ors (Flux & Cv) Bank of British North 
America (Bischoff, B & B) (commission) SJ 

Ex 215 Opitza (W H Lane) v Faure (W ny 

Ex 216 Deeley (Houghtons & B) v Dierden (J Pettingill) 

Ex 217 Bilbrough (Hacon & T) v Henderson (Dawes & Sons) 

Ex 218 Hoar& Brown(C F B Birchall) v Mc Carthy & 
Buckley (Lewin & Co) 

€P 219 Weston (Nutt & Co) v Archer (Thompson Son & B) 

QB 220 The Tea Co Jimd (F mgmt v Latter (W Bohn) 

P 221 Wyatt (Harper B & B) v Wild & Co (J Hands) 
x 222 Herring (Bower & C) v Young (Thompzon & G) 
P 223 —_ & ors (A E Tower) v Rooke & ors (J C Button 


- 40) 
QB 22% Rathbone ore F &L) v Ivens (Iliffe, I & R) 
Ex 225 Dhonau (Hillearys & » v Harvey (Daffiela & B) 
C P 226 Stephenson (J Chapman & Co) v Atkinson (William- 
son, H & Co) 
Ex 227 Agnew (Terrell & H) v Howard (Howard & Co) 
CP 228 — (W ACrump & Son) v Jackson & Till (J 
€ 


QwHa 


) 
‘QB 229 Ladd (A S Godfrey) v Weatherhogg (A D Smith) 
CP 280 7" (J Croft) v Petherick & anr (Walker, TB & 


) 
QB 231 —on (J S Salaman) v Myer (Ashurst M & Co) 
Ex 232 — (Keene & M) v Knight & Son (Hollams, Son 


Ex 233 Same (Same) v Nicholl & anr (Same) 

CP 244 Gillespie (Stevens & H) v Meller (Cooke & D) 

QB 225 Quick (Lewis & Lewis) v Quick (LL Keays) 

Ex 26 Swaagman (Baylis & Co) v Bliss (Chappel & P? 
QB 237 Haynes & anr (T Pauling v Jeffery & ors (EK Lioyd) 
Ex 228 Baum (G M Cooke) v Roberts (In Person) SJ 


QB 29 Daubeney, Vignoles & Co (J J Hutchinson) v Smith 
& Andrews (G Castle) 

y (W Bristow) v Lea (C F B Birchall) 

hames Steam T' 

Webb) v The Milwall 


Lighterage Co limd (G 
jock Co (Blunt, T & L) SJ 
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QB 242 “wae & anr (Travers, Smith & B) v Brett (A 
est 

Ex 243 Pound (W R Preston) v Baker (Blewitt & ys 

QB 244 ows iS — (F Heritage & Co) v Isaacson (Tillearg 

CP 245 The National Guardian Assurance Co limd (F R 

Smith) v Clifford (J J Cridland) 


QB 246 WG Simon & W F Inglelow (W Tatham & Sang) 
v The Anglo-American Telegraph Co limd (Bircham 


& Co) SJ 
CP 247 Zeigler (J Rae) v The Milwall Dock Co (Blunt, T & 1) 


Q B 248 Cooke (E H Barlee) v Cooke (P Wilkinson) 
C P 249 Hayne (Boulton & Sons) v Green (Galamoye & P) 
. (without jury) 
Ex 250 Church (W Wynne) v Bachelor (Wilson B & () 
Ex 251 Silverston (H S Harris & G) v Sanders & anr (Benn 
Davis; J Hopgood) 
QB 262 om Bird & Co (S Chapman) vChallen (J Bowe, 


ay 

CP 263 Wiglesworth & wife, Executrix, &c. (E Warriner) 
v Smith (D Keane) 

CP 264 Mitchiner & anr (Stocken & J) v The General Steam 
Navn Co (W Batham) 

QB 255 Sawyer (G Castle) v Young (Linklater & Co) SJ 

QB 266 Hallet & Wife (Brooks, Jenkins & Co) v Gates (T 
Cooper & Co) SJ 

CP 257 Cox (J P Garrod) v Cooper (Fisher & Co) 

C P 268 Reyn.Ids (Same) v Same uregg | 

QB 269 Price (D Birt) v The London & County Banking Co 
(Stevens & H) SJ 

Ex 260 Hood (T Bowker) v Humphreys (R Helsham 

Ex 261 Hornstedt (Phelps, S & B) v Paine (Poole & H) 

QB 262 Pewtress & anr (Brandeth & Co) v Jelks (R Lowe) 

QB 263 Gifford (Tippets, Son & T) v Adams (Same) 

CP 264 Bevingtons, Foster & Co (Waltons, B & W) Rawlins 
(Hollams, Son & C) SJ 

Ex 265 Machin (Hogan & H) v Clarke (E Kimber) 

QB 266 Ramsay (Allen & E) v Chaplain & anr (Horne & 

QB 267 Mouat (J McDiarmid) v Hutchinson (Maples, T 
Co) (commission) 

QB 268 Ward, Lock & Tyler Assignees, &c. (Allen & E) + 
Duncan, Grant & Co (J B Lay) 

Q B 269 Spooner (B Hutchinson) v Ryley (J B Huxham) 
(without jury) 

Ex 270 Barnard (W R Preston) v London & N W Ry. Co, 

R F Roberts) 

CP 271 Sexton (R W Stackpole) v Bond (H T Tiddeman) 

QB 272 Merritt & anr (Goldberg & L) v Farrer (W Norris) 

QB 273 —_— (Ingledew, I & G) v Ellett (Whittakers & 


CP 274 * ‘ 
on 
QB 276 ees eens, Son & C) v Martin & White (F§ 


Herbert) 

C P 276 Strauss & Co (F W Mount) v Continental Dly Pareels 
Express (Dalton & J 

CP 277 me anc (T W & H Hilbery) v Farrer (W Murton) 


CP 278 Cox (H Clarkson) v Heaver (H R Jonea) 

Ex 279 Silberberg (In Person) v Corati (J Hill) 

Ex 280 Perham (H Keble) v South Eastern Ry Co (WB 
Stevens) SJ 

CP 281 Barker (M Dolan) v Ellis (C F Yorke) 4 

Ex 282 Gafford (Miller & M) v Mattinson (J M Weight- 


man 
Ex 283 Mulley (Bower & ¢) v Peters & Co (F T Dubois) 8J 
Q B 284 Morgan (Ingledew, I &,G) v Finlay (Hollame, Son & 
Cc 


QB 285 Hodge & Son (Hollams, Son & C) v Gen Steam Nava 
Co (W Batham) SJ 
Ex 286 a ae (Learoyd L & P) v Emmens (J Raven & 


ins (T D Pettiver) v Child (S W Johnson & 


t) 
‘| QB 287 Walker Bros & Co i aecees & Co) v Alexander & 


Co (Simpsen & C) 8 

CP 288 Elkan & Co (W A Crump & Son) v Gen Steam Nava 
Co (W Batham) 

Ex 289 Cressy (Davies & H) v Cressy (J N Fulton) 


MIDDLESEX. 
Trinity Sittina, 1878. 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Concluded from page 690.) 
Ex 272 Dovey & Son (C M Swaine) v Davey & Co (‘T Beard 


ns 
Ex 273 yew d C F York) v Lord Dorchester (E F & B 
v 


a 
CP 274 Conroy & Co (Chappell & Son) v Richens (N White) 
Kx 275 Willcox (Pritchard & M) v Norton (W E Duncan) 





Ex 276 Rogers (C Mossop) vy Mannion (H W Cattlin) 
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QB 277 Goddard (Price & (Stimson) v The Wimbledon Local 

: Board (W H Whitfield) S 

CP 278 Triebner, (TJ Pullen) v Scott (W A Storry) 

979 Hook (H G Smith) v Wilson (Gedge & Co) 

980 White (E Doyle & Son) v Wisbey (W Royle) 

981 Brice (Harrison, B & H) v Goldsmith Nad T Hamlin) 

982 Bridge (H T Tiddeman) v Rawlings (Noon & C) 

283 — & ors (Cole & J) v Taylor (Thompson, P & Co) 
S 


984 Thomas (J H Waring) v Chatwin (W K Bartlett) 

985 The Duke of Portland (Bailey, S & G) v The Norfolk 
Estuary Co (Meynell & P) SJ 

986 Carter (J S Cole) v Ear! of Desart (Horn & M) 

287 Benham & Sons (Parkers) v Inns of Court Hotel Co 
limd (Clarkson Son & G) 


990 Avery (A R Steele) v Clark (Pattison W & Co) 
1 Backhouse & anr (G Beswick & Co) v Whiteley (W T 
Hamilton) 
2 Gask &anr (J B May) v Maitland & anr (E Johnson) 
3 James (Digby & L) v Graham (G H Oliver) 
4 Bassil (J Andrew) v Nunn (J Rae) 
5 Ashwin (Same) v Same (Same 
Legg & anr (R Lowe) v Mee (Williamson H & Co) 
Bennett (T Sismey) v Gibbons (Brook & C 
Hacker (Hatton & W) v The London Gas Light Co (H 
E Brown) SJ 
Druggan (G Clark) v Jarvis (F W Dolman) 
00 Mowatt (G Davis, Morgan, & Co) v Petherick & anr 
(Walker, B T & Co 
1 Wolff (Heath & P) v Samuel (B Davis) 
2 Harrison (R Charles) v Heenen & ors (J Girdlestone) 
3 Giblett & anr (Kingsford D & K) v Stainer (R Wood) 
4 Grant & wife (Lewis & Whitbournc) vy London 
Brighton & South Coast Railway Co (Norton R & 
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CP 305 Mipntti (Gold & Son) v Colville (Nicholson & Hi) 

Ex 306 Hollingsworth (Hyde T & M) v Wright (Chester & 
Co) (without jury) 

Chy 307 Cowing & ors (EK Kimber) v Jacobs (White B & Co) 

Ex 308 Edwards & ors (J D Blake) v Harris & Redford (C M 
Stretton) SJ 

Ex 309 Williamson (Coopers) v Chatterley Iron Co limd 
(Carritt & Son) 

Ex 310 Leo & anr (Halse T & Co) v Osborne (Stopher & R) 

CP 311 Haws (W W Wynne) v Wallace Bros (Johnson W 

Cc 


& Co 
CP 312 Lewis, Secretary, &c (Barnard & Co) v Skinner (Lewis 
L 


& 
QB 313 Evans (West K A &Co) v Lefevre (Trinder & H) SJ 
CY 314 The National Guardian Assurance Co lind (F R 
Smith) v rea 34 (J C Button & Co 


Ex 315 Broughton (J T Moss) v Turner (J W Cook) 

816 Morgan & ors (R Oldershaw & Son) v Hudson & anr 
(CE aren 

317 Randall (W Bristow) v Laker (G T Powell) 

318 Morley & ors (A Jones & G) v Purdon (Parker & B) 

319 Bowlby & ors (T W S Bowlby) v Borrowes & anr 
(Gregory & Co) 

820 Holt (I W Ratcliff & Son) v Gibbs (G B B Norman) 

821 Barker (Hoppe & B) v Davey (J Fulcher) 

B 322 Hosford (S M & J B Benson) v Weil (Hooper & H) 

x $23 Kilby & ors (E W Reeves) v Hosford & wife (S M & 

B Benson) (without jury) 
CP 324 Gilbert (J Kempster) v Gibbens (Brook & C) 
CP 825 Middleditch (T W Parkes) v Marsh (O C T Eagle- 


ton) 

QB 326 Rugge-Price, Bart (J Fearon) v Fowler & ors (J W 
Hickin ; Ingle C H 

Ex 327 The London & County Banking Co & ors (J C Button 
& Co) v Horne (Hurford & T) 

Chy 328 Gt Eastern Ry Co ¢ A Curwood) v Harrington & 
anr (Cattams, J & H; Lowless & Co) SJ 

CP 329 Berry (R Cre) v Walker & ors (Flower & N) 

Ex 330 Jacobs (G M Cooke) v Ball (Turner & Son) 

CP 831 Wilson & ors (C J Partington) v Willis (Newman & 


L 

QB 332 Capel (B Lee) v Beaton (W A Plunkett) 

Ex 333 Holmes (A Haynes & Sons) v London & Westminster 
Bank (L Diggles) SJ 

QB 334 Lepper (R Metcalfe) vy Denaby Main Colliery Co ld 
(W B Brook) 

QB 335 Griffith (Brondons) v Alexander & anr (E Beall) SJ 

Ex 336 Alderton & anr (SF Langham) v Goldsmith & anr 
(G M Wetherfield) . 

Ex 337 Jarvis (R A Kelley) v Davis (Smith & H) 

QB 338 Stewart (Farmer & R) v Mason (H Rodwell 

CP 389 Handley Gast & Sons) v Wood (Burchells 

Ex 340 Benneti (E Kimber) v England (J Aldridge 

CP 341 Gray (Wild B & B) v Gross (Russel, Son & S) 
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C P 342'Hughes & Kimber, limd (A S Edmonds) v Ludwig 
: Wulfert & Co (Bradford R & Co 
Ex 343 Derrington & ors (Pattison W & Co) v Shaw (Robin- 


son & P) 
Ex 344 Pratt (J W Proudfoot) v Challen (Palmer B & F) 
C P 345 Lewis, Secretary &c. (Barnard & Co) v Gilbert (C 


Mossop) : 

Ex 346 Hetherington (C A Swaine) v Field (J B Lay) 

Ex 347 Elstob (C F Yorke) v Frampton & anr (R Hewlett) 

CP 348 Page(W W Young) v Parnall & anr (Clapham & 
Filch ; Aldridge J & M) 

QB 349 Tibble (H Emerson) v Shaw (West K A & Co) 

Ex 350 Fairtlough (W Rogers) v Porker (Eardley, Holt & Co) 

QB 351 Bruges (M Abrahams & R) v Lewis & anr (Hollam s 
Son & C) SJ 

CP 362 as a (J Whitehouse) v Chalmers (Nelson, Son 


) 

CP 353 Noad (E Sweeting) v Murrow & anr (Keene & MG 
& W Webb) SJ 

Ex 354 Coleman (Green & P) v Desmond (W H Lane) 

Q B 355 Whitely (C M Roche) v Nunn (J D Blake) 

QB 3856 Elliot (Aldridge T & M) v Gardiner & anr (W A 
Great»rex) 

Ex 357 Ring (H W Lindes) v Morse & anr (Saffery & H; 
Marchant & P 

CP 358 King & Co (Digby & L) v Gibbs (J M Upfill) 

C P 359 Ebsworth (G Davis, Morgan & Co) v Basil & ors (C 


Parke) 

CP 360 — (Smith, Stenning & C) v Fairman (H 
ood) 

QB 361 Nichols & Son (Lay & Mould) v Reynolds & Co (J 


Nichols) 
QB 362 Birdsey (C V Field) y Bull (S T Cooper) - 
Ex 363 Williamson(G M Cooke) v Hyatt (Nicol, Son & T) 
QB 364 The Hale Macdonald War Rocket Cu (R Metcalfe) v 
Williams & Son & ors (C A Swaine) 
Ex 365 Morgan & Co (I R Apps) v St Claire (E Kennedy) 
Ex 366 Peek (H T Chambers) v Mullen (Taylor, H & T) 
QB 367 Trench (Brandons) v Matthews & Sous (Walker, M & 
Co) 
Ex 368 Williams (E W Owles) v Berndes (Reep, L & Co) 
Ex 369 Freehold Villas Trust limd (H C Barker) v Clarke 
(Lewis & L) 
QB 370 The 1 (Lewis & L) v Bandmann (H W Chatter- 
ton 
CP 371 Eyre (In person) v Cutler (A E Copp) SJ 
Ex 372 Harvey  anr (Wood L & B) v Bridgman & anr (G 
Badham) 
Ex 373 Weedon (G J & P Vanderpump) v Metropolitan 
District Ry Co (Baxter & Co) 
QB 374 Smith (Church, Sons & C) v Newman & ors (W E 
Ricketts) 
QB 375 Same (Same) v A Newman & ors (Same) 
CP 376 Pendergast (W Carpenter & Sons) vChapman & ors 
(Burchells) 
C P 377 Hayes (W H Marshall) v Melvin & Co (Loxley & M; 
Anderson & Son) 
CP 378 Barwick (Oliver & B) v Laming (W Evans) 
C P 379 Thompson (Same) v Harrison (In person) 
B 380 Hahn (A G Ditton) v Smart (Lewis M & Co) SJ 
P 381 Daun & anr (Wright B & W) v Simmins (Lewin & Co) 
B 382 —e Ry Co (Burchells) v Cooke (Miller S & 


hy 383 Rivaz (Waltons B & W) v Gerussi (Hollams Son & C) 
Cc if 384 Cooke (W H Roberts) v Hawkins (T Beard & Son) 
Chy 385 White (Roy & C) v Walker (H H Welis) 

Q i 386 Sack (Haigh & A) v Lion (Angell & Terry) 

When actions are settled out of court the solicitors concerned 
are particularly requested to withdraw the pleadings, as great 
expense and uncertainty are occasioned to toe suitors in other 
oy by the maintenance in the list of actions not intended 

or trial. 





SALES OF ENSUING WEER. 
July 9.—Messrs. DenENHAM, Trwson, & Farmer, at the 
art, at 2 p.m., freehold and leasehold properties (see adver- 
tisements, June 1, pp. 18 and 19.) 

July 9.—Mr. DoveLas Young, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., free- 
hold ——— (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 

July 10.—Marssrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrrexp, at the Mart, at 
2 p.m., freehold and leasehold properties (see ad t, 
June 29, p. 4). 

July 10.—Mr. StatHam Honson, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., re- 
versions (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 

July 11.—Mesers. C. C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
freehold, leasehold, and copyhold properties (see advertise- 
ment, this week, g 4). 

July 12.—Mesars, Baxer & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., free- 
De and leasehold properties (see advertisement, June 1, p. 
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July 12.—Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co., at the 
at 2 p.m., freehold and leasehold properties (see adver- 


Sennen oR 5. p. 4). 
July 13.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, Exiis, CLARK, & Co., at 
Bath, freehold property (see advertisement, June 1, p. 11. 


oa 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

W118 Bunp.—July 1, at 90, Belgrave-road, S.W., the wife 
of J. W. Willis Bund, of Wich Episcopi, Worcestershire, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

DaniEL.—June 25, at No. 2, St. Mary’s-road, Westbourne- 

. a the wife of Edward Morton Daniel, barrister-at- 
w, of a son. 

STALLARD.—June 27, at Hope Woolith, Lewisham-hill, Kent, 
the wife of Frederick Stallard, barrister-at-law, of a daugh- 
tre. 





MARRIAGE, 
Winxworts—HoorTon.—June 27, at Byfleet, George Cecil 
Winkworth, solicitor, to Emily, daughter of the late William 

Hooton, of Binfield House, Byfleet. 


DEATHS. 
May.—June 30, at Alum Bay, Freshwater, Isle of Wight, 
Henry William May, of Woodville, Honor-oak. Forest-hill, 
and 3, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, aged 


34. 
— 26, at Southport, Thomas Baily Rose, barrister- 
at-law. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tvuzspay, July 2, 1878. 

Maddox, Jobn Mortimer, and Ernest George Cobbold, Pall Mal! 
Solicitors. Julyi ” 4 = 

— ae and William Glover Mace, Tenterden, Kent, Solicitors. 

une 
Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fray, June 21, 1878. 
Limirep tx Caancery. 

Association of Land Financiers, Limited.—Petition for winding up pre- 
sented June 26, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on July 12, 
Hopgood, Whitehall place, solicitor for the petitioners 

Buffalo Hide Horse Shoe Company, Limited.—Creditors are required 
on or before duly 25, to send theirnames and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Lindsay, High st, Shore- 
ditch. Wednesday, Aug 7,at 11, is appointed for hearing and adju- 
dicating upon the debts and claims 

Clitheroe Lime Company, Horrocksford, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up presented June 21, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon, on July 
6. Shaw and Tremelien, Gray’s inn sq, solicitors for the petitioners 

Ellwood Green Colliery and brick Company, Limited.—The M.R. has 
fixed Monday July 8 at 11, at his chambers as the time and place for 
the appointment of the official liquidator 

Holywell and District Waterworks Company Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented June 27, directed to be heard before the M.R. 
on July6. Cramp and Son, Philpot lane, agents for Ritson and 
Grundy, Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 

—— mye Fees me Limited.~The M.R. has fixed Monday, 

uly 8 at 12, at his chambers, as the time and pl 

; op ficial guia! or ay e place for the appointment 
atent Tunnelling and Mining Machine Company, Limited.—Petition 
for winding up, presented June 24, directed to be heard before the 
M.R. on Jaly6. Keene and Marsiand, Mark lane, Solicitors for the 
petitioners 

Tvespay, July 2, 1978. 
Limitep mm Caancerr. 


Beverley Iron and Waggon Company, Limited.—Petition for wind 

7 ss : y 4 1, Girected to be heard before V.C. Hall, on J nin 
; nett, Gresham st, f 2 

stolons a p> nln a or Slater and Turnbull, Manchester 
oryri Slate Compsny, Limited.—By an order made by the M.R. dated 
June 22, it was ord-red that the above company be woand ong low 

less and Co, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, solicitors for the petiti 4 
Freeholds Spinning and Manofactoring Company, Limited.—Petition 
—— go ae J pe 27, directed to be heard before V.C. 

. Tr 
aoe le, solicitor = pede | Co, Bedford row, agents for Jackson, 
Misho District RailWay Company, Limited —By «n order made by 
the MR. dated June 22, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Arglesand Rawlios, Gracechurch st, solicitors for the 
petitioner 
Raabon Coal Company, Limited.— Petition for winding ap presented 
June 24, directed to be heard before V.C, Malina on July 12, Minet 
and Co, New Broad st, solicitors for the petitioners 
= bans Sie we Leryn Saseenh iets Malins has fixed July 11 
- ¢ #, a8 the time an for the appointm 
Thames oon ll Li = 
1 ‘erry pany, Limited.—By an order made by VC. 
Malins dated May 24, it was ordered that the above ¢ =s be 
ce tp. Heritage and Co, Nicholas lan*, solicitors fur the peti- 
ere 





Whittington and Sheepbridge Colliery Company, Limited.—By an 
made by the M.R. dated June 22, it was order that the velantey 
winding up of the above company be continued. Munton and Morris, 
Lambeth Hill, Queen Victoria st, agents for Parker and Brailsfori, 
Sheffield, solicitors for the petitioners 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
TveEspay, July 2, 1878. 
— oe Society, Virginia-row Sunday School, Bethnal Greg, 
une 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tuxrspay, June 11, 1878, 

Baylis, William, Mayfield villa, Worcester. July 8. Corbett v. Bay. 

lis, V.C. Bacon. Cave, Upton-upon-Severn 
Clarkson, William, Stockport, Gent. Jaly 13. Clarkson v. Rhodes, 

Cullens Willians Hen  Canterbary, Solicitor. Jaly 11. Hs 

en; William Henry, Canterbury, r. Jaly 11. ynes v. Eales, 

MR. Barker, St Michael’s House, Cornhill 
Emmott, Horatio, Gore crescent, Victoria park, Gent. July ii, 
Emmott v. Low, V.C. Malins. Ince, St Benet chambers, Fenchumh 


st 

Frankland, Sir Frederick William, Bart, Torquay. July 1. Frankl 
v. Frankland, V.C. Malins, Ryland, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Irby, Frederick William, Morningthorpe, Norfolk, Esq. July 10, ¥J, 
Malins. Robberds, Norwich 

Nolan, Julia, Charles st, Hatton Girden. June 29. Caselia v. Kellar 
V.O. Malins. Meynell, Castle st, Holborn 

Remington, Reginald Frederick, Upper Hyde Park gardens, Ey 
July 9. Remington v. Remington, M.R. Syms, Furnival’s ino 

Snell, John, Gainsborough, Gent. July 15, Popple v. Bellwood, V,/, 

‘alins. Bourne, Lincoln 

Waites, Peter, Ackworth, York, Cordwainer. July 18. Barralt, 
Scholey. V.C. Malins. Mason, Wakefield 

Williamson, Isaac Wooddard, Landseer rd, Bow, Surveyor. July ii. 
Williamson v. Williamson, V.C.Malins. Street, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Fripay, June 14, 1878. 


Barber, John, Bedminster, Bristol, July 11. Andrews v. Barbe, 
MR. 8<)mon, Bristol 

Hall, Gawen, Southwick, Durham, Glassman. July 9. Ure v. Hal, 
V.C. Hall. Wright, Sunderland 


Turspay, June 18, 1878, 
Carter, Philip, Stock, Essex, Farmer. July 6. Borrodell v, Bell, Vf, 
Malins. Woodard, Ingram ct, Fenchurch st 
Clinton, Richard, Eccleshall, Stafford, Watchmaker, July 11. Grim 
ley v. Slaney, M.R. Peck, Liucola’s inn fields 
Long, John, John st, Kingsland. July 12. Clark v. Rowse, Vi. 
Malins. Roberts, Leadenhall st 


Faipay, Jane 21, 1878, 


Cavendish, William Thomas, Thornton Hall, Bucks, Esq. July 2. 
Cavendish v. Cavendish, M.R. Lake, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Gardner, William, jun, Macclesfield st, City rd, Packing Case Maker, 
July 23, Lines v. Gardner, V.C. Bacon, Funston, Finsbury pate 
ment 

Gawthorpe, John, sen, Healey, York, Yeoman. July 18, Gawthorp 
v. Gawthorpe, M.R. Burton, Wakefield 

Turner, Rachel, Camden rd, Camden Town, July 18, Turner h 
Wilcox, V.C. Bacon. Bleker, Leamington 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Friway, June 21, 1878. 

Astbury, John, Liverpool, Ohina Dealer. July 12, Keary and Mar- 
shall, Stoke-upon-Trent 

Beswick, Richard, Polefield, Lancashire, Timber Merchant. Jaly 
Doyle, Manchester 

Broadhead, Henry, Walton-on-Thames. July 31. Futvoye and 09, 
John st, Bedford row 

Buckmaster, Charles Addams, Datchet, nr Windsor, Esq. Aug lL 
Capron and Oo, Savile place, Conduit st 

Calvert, John, Gainsford st, Kentish Town. Auetioneer’s Clerk, July 
30, Sandom and Co, Gracechurch st 

Casswell, John Cuthbert, Skirbeck, Lincoln, Corn Merchant. July 2. 
Wise, Boston 

Cees, Thomas Warsop, Taunton, retired Deputy Paymaster in B. 

’s Army. July 19. Kite, Taunton 

Dillamore, Henry, sen, Upper Caldecott, Beds, Gent, Aug 23. Chap 
man, Biggleswade 

Dowle, Aifreé Newman, Llangarren, Hereford, Gent. Sept 2. 
Minett and Co, Ross 

Fisher, John Rigby, Maze Pond, Southwark, Leather Merchant. Aug 
10. Newman and Co, Cornhill 

Hall, wate, Syndale, Kent, Esq. Aug 2. Cunliffe and Co, Cha 
cery lane 

Hankey, Stephen Alers, Beaulieu, Hastings, Esq. Aug 22. Mee, Grea 
Winchester st 

Harber, John, Worcester, Gardener. July 31. Stallard, Worse 


ter 

Haselton, Eliza Mary, Cheltenham, Aug 1, Winterbotham and 0 
Cheltenham 

Howells, John, Llwydcoed, Aberdare, Innkeeper. July 31, eth 
Aberdare 

Ker, Gilbert, Live 1, Gent, July 31. Rae, Liverpool 

Knight, Henry Whitehead, Kiog William st, Merchant. Sept 1% 
Foster, Queen st = 

Lorimer, Robert Scott, Cheltenham, Esq. July 80, Jessop, Cheb 
ten! 

Lowe, Harriet, Stowford Cottage, Twickenham greon, Aug 16. White 
Lincoln's inn fields : 





Mack, James Jermyn, Bootle, Lancashire, Shipowner, July 31, Dat 
can and Oo, Liverpool 
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George, Eaton sq, Esq. Aug 3. Hollams and Co, Mincing 
Oxford, Ohristopher, Plymouth, Devon. July 31. Rooker and Co, Ply- 
th 
Poesll, Ann, Wolverhampton, Hotel! Keeper. Aug 1. Thorne and Co, 
rhampton 

dor William, Gateshead, Gent. Aug 1. Keenlyside and For- 

Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
dleton, Lancashire, Chemist. July 20. 


fhaw, James Ingham, 
Standring, Rochdale 
Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Oct 1. Dennis 


$meed, Gurney, 


pit ae rerncn,” Windlonk Surrey, Lieut. R.N. Oct 14 
rles ; am, eut. R.N, . 
wd and Oo, Basinghall st , , 
Sunderland, Thomas Squire, Melbourne, Gent. July 31. Flegg, Hill’s 
place, Oxford st 
Walmesley, William, Bryanston st, Portman sq, Esq. July 31, Rawle, 
Bedford row 


Watson, George, Fountain’s Earth, York, Gent. Aug 13. Bateson 

and Hutchinson. Harrogate 
Tvuespay, June 25, 1878, 
y, John, Mossley. Lancashire, Innkeeper. July 31. Darnton 

and Bottomley, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Burmester, Frances Elizabeth, Devonshire place. Augl. Frere and 
0, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Daniel, Richard Hillman, Lieut-Col 18th Regt of Foot. July 31. Phear, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Dilley, James, Huntingdon, Auctioneer, July 27, Burton, Hunting- 


Dowle, Alfred Newman, Bernithau Court, Hereford, Gent. Sept 29. 
Minett and Co, Ross 

ihe pes Bowden Hall, nr Market Harborough, Esq. Aug 15. 

arrard and Co‘ Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 
Kirby, Thomas, Liverpool, Chemist. Aug 5. Pierce, Liverpool 
Iawes, Price, Gwastad, Cardigan, Esq. July 26, Peacock and God- 
South sq, Gray’s inn s 

Llewellyn, James, Aigburth, nr Liverpool], Stock Broker’s Clerk. Aug 
1, Tyndall and Paxton, Liverpoo i 

Mason, Thomas, Church Coppenhall], Cheshire, Yeoman. Sept 29- 


Cooke, Crewe ’ 
Mitchell, George, Bolton st, Piccadilly, Esq. Aug7. Young and Co 
Essex st, Strand 
Fara Ehza, Penge. July £4, Evans, Eastcheap 
1, James, Townhead, Rochdale, Waste Dealer. Aug 20. Addle- 
shaw and Warburton, Marchester 
Oldham, Martin, Manton valley, Acton, Gent. July 27. 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Pares, Thomas Henry, Hopwell Hall, Derby, Esq. Aug 1. Miles 
and Co, Leicester 
= tec Nantwich, Cheshire, Publican. Aug1. Lisle, Nant- 
ic. 


Pettitt, George Batty!l, Brewer st, Golden sq, Appraiser. July 24. 

May, Go'den sq 

aw Benjamin, Wilsden, York, Gent. Aug 1. Taylor and Co, 
‘ord 


Brad: 
Pilkington, Edmund, Coclin Stones, July 22. Wood- 
tock, Henry st, Bury 
— Jane, Nicholas st, Hoxton. July 4. Hill, Qaeen st, Cheap- 
Sears, Alfred, Aldershot, Grocer. July 20. Foster, Aldershot 
Skottowe, Rev Charles Mills, Remenham, Berks. July 31. Tatham, 


New Broad st 
Pas, Sarah Ann, Avebury, Wilts. July 31. Day and Marshall, 


izes 
Smith, Lawrance, Northleach, Gloucester, Gent. Aug 7. Kendall, 
Bourtor-on-the.-Water 
ers, James, Kingston-upo n-Thames, Van Proprietor. July 27, 
Walter and Durham, Kingston-on-Thames 
jam, Isaac, Hanbury Wood End, Stafford, Farmer. Aug 15. 
Taylor, Burton-on-Trent 
Stokes, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Canvas Manufacturer, Aug 1° 
Fleming, Newcastle-on-Tyne 
— John, Wardle, Lancashire, Builder. July 21. Jackson, Roch- 
ale 
Wharam, Robert, Kingstcn-upon-Hull, Licensed Victualler, July 31. 
Jacobs, Kingston -upon-Hull 
Wild, Charles, Kingston-upon-Thames, Esq. July 27. Walter and 
Durham, Kingston-on-Thames 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, June 28, 1878. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar 
To Surrender in London. 
Benham, Richard Kenyon, Buckingham Club, Regent st, Proprietor 
ofthe said Olub. Pet June 20. Pepys. July 10 at 12 
eett, Henry, Putney, Barrister-at-law. Pet June 26, Spring- 
Rice. July 9 at 1 
Hall, William Henry Allen, New Bond st, Oxford st, Auctioneer. Pet 
June 25, Hazlitt. July 9 at 2 
Waller, Henry, Eleanor rd, Hackney, out of business. Pet June 24. 
Brougham. July 9 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country, 
yon aden, boy Shields, Grocer, Pet June 25. Mortimer, New- 
uly 9a 
Undley; Avera, Naburn, York, Farmer, Pet June 26. Wood. York, 
uly 12 a 
yy ~~, Tee Builder, Pet Juno 25. Pitt-Taylor. Green- 
uly 16 at 
Monington, Ebenezer William, Plumstead, Accountant, Pet June 14. 
Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, July 9 at 2 
fo Brattort, Worsted Spinner, Pet June 24, Lee, Brad- 
at 
Watson, J h, Barrow-in-Furners, Beerhouse Keoper. Pet Sune 22, 
Postisthwalte. Ulverston, July 8 at 10 cit 


Brown, 


zton, nr Bury. 





Torspay, July 2, 1878. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditorsmust forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
Edwards, Rev Arth Kevill Davies, A Dinard 3 
wards, Rev ‘or ille Davies, B.A., Iie et Vilai, 
France, Pet June 27. Murray. July 17 at il 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Barmby, Thomas, Leeds, Wholesale Bookseller. Pet June 28, Mar- 
shall. Leeds, July 24 at 11 
Charlton, John A » Halesowen, Worcester, Nail Manufacturer, Pet 
June 28. Harward. Stourbridge, July 15 at 3 
es << Py Stone, Kent. Pet Jane 17. Hayward. Rochester, 
uly 29 at 
Gibbs, John Falkner, Kidderminster, out of business. Pet June 25. 
Talbot. Kidderminster, July 16 a3 11 
Oakes, John, Bradley Green, Stafford, Shoe Maker. Pet June28. Mair. 
Macclesfield, July 15 at 10 
Marsden, Robert, Ashton-le-wiilows, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Pet 
Jone 27. Woodcock. Wigan, July 16 at 1! 
Potts, William, Old Snincliffe, Durham, Farmer. Pet Jun3 29. Mar- 
shall. Durham, July 17 at 11 
Tayleur, Albert Gresley, Albert villas, Teddington, Gent, Pet June 27, 
Bell. Kingston, July 18 at 4 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tuxgspay, July 2, 1878. 
se Samuel, and Isaiah Skidmore, Dudley, Coalmasters. June 
2 


Kessissoglu, John, St James's st, Commission Agent. June 29 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, June 28, 1875, 

Alger, Edwin Henry, New Windsor, Grocer. July 15 at 3 at officesof 
Long and Co, Park st, New Windsor 

Archer, Thomas, Wellington row, Bethnal green, Trimming Manu< 
facturer. July 10 at 3 at offices of Palmer, Charles sq, Hoxton 

Barnes, Isaac, Macclesfield, Coach Builder. Jnly 10 at 2 at the Qaeen’s 
Hotel, Water’s green, Macclesfield. Parrott and Co - 

Barnett, George Samuel, Prestwich, Lancashire, Commission Agent. 
July 16 at3 at offices of Coates, Hanging Ditch, Manchester 

Bentley, Robert, Tottenham court rd, Grocer. July 16 at 2 at 13, King 
st, Cheapside. Van Sandau and Cumming 

Blake, Charles Kinsey, Chester, Fruit Dealer, 
of Ellis, Eastgate st, Cheshire 

Bolton, Samuel, Hulme, Provision Dealer. July 10. at 3 at offices of 
Grundy and Kershaw, Booth st, Manchester 

Boyce, James Stephen, Barbara st, Barnsbury, Meat Salesman. July 
15 at 3 at offices of Elmslie and Co, Leadenhall st 

Bray, Thomas, jan, Hereford, Millwright. July 12 at 11 at offices of 
Humfrys, Bridge st. Hereford 

Bremeyer, Robert, Marsham st, Westminster, Builder. July 11 at 3 
at offices of Stopher and Rundle, Coleman st 

Briggs, Francis, Grand Junction Wharf, Uxbridge, Coal Dealer. 
July 12 at 4 at the Three Tuns Tavera, High st, Uxbridge. Marshall, 
Bedford row 

Brown, Elijah, Three Crown sq, Borough, Carman. July 9 at 2 at 
offices of Whale. Furnival’s inn, Hoiborn 

Bussey, Henry Edwin, Blackman st, Southwark, Eating house Keeper. 
July 10 at 11 atthe Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Cartis, Old Jewry 
chambers 

Chapman, Walter, Watchet, Somerset, Painter. July 12 at 11 at offices 
of Reed and Cook, Paul st, Taunton 

Clark, Edward, and Robert Young, Waterloo, Northumberland, Paper 
Hangers. July 9 at 1 at offices of Wilson, Collingwood st, Newcastle- 


July 19 at 3 at offices 


upon-Tyne 
Cliff, Riohavd, Middleport, Burslem, Carter. July 10 at 11 at offices 
of Ellis, Market place, Burslem 
Coghlan, Dennis, Cardiff, Egg Merchant. Jaly 6 at 10 at offices of 
Maddox and Emery, St Mary st, Cardiff. Cousins, Cardiff 
Colski, David, Mu!berry st, Commercial rd east, Furrier. July 19 at2 
at offices of Barnard, White Lion st, Norton Folgate 
Constantine, John Brokoski, Birmingham, China Dealer. July 9 at 12 
at offices of Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 
Cooper, Thomas, Glessop, Derby, Draper. July 15 at 3 at the Com- 
mercial Inn, Melbourne st, Stalybridge. Hyde, Stalybridge 
Cross, William Hill, Balsall heath, Worcester, Builder, July 9 at 3 at 
offices of Buller and Bickley. Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
D’ Ace, Charles, Winchester, Gent. July 12 at 3 at 38, Jewry st, Wia- 
chester. Bailey and White 
Dallas, Hugh, Michaelchurch Escley, Hereford, cut of business. July 
9 at 11.30 atthe Swan Hotel, Abergavenny. Garrold, Hereford 
Dans, William, Leicester, Cabinet Maker. July 19 at 3 at offices of 
Prichard and Co, Painters’ Hall, Little Trinity lane 
Davey, John Carpenter, Bristol, Tailor. July 10 at2 at offices of 
Salmon and Henderson, Broad st, Bristol 
Davies, John, and Lipman Michaels, Dock st, London Docks, Out- 
— July 22 at 3 at offices of Lewis and Lewis, Ely place, 
olborn 
Day, William, Bristol, Fishmonger. Jaly 9 at 11 at offices of Tricks 
and Co, City chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol. Clifton, Bristol 
Dexter, Jesse, Jarrow, Durham, Tailor. July 15 at 12 at offices of 
Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Duncan, Robert, Stockton-on-Tees, Grocer. July 12 at 11 at offices of 
Newby and Co, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Dyer, John, Sidmouth, Devon, Saddler. July 12 at 12 at offices of 
Spyer and Son, Winchester House, Old Broad st 
wards, Edward, Bilston, Stafford, Carpenter. July 11 at Ll at 
offices of Willcock, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Elma, Heary Andrew, Brick lane, Spitaifields, Baker. July 9 at 2 at 
oMioes of Wright, Walbrook 
Hulme, Manchester, Tailor, July 9 at 11 at offices of 
Sampson, South King st, Manchest: r 
Fawoett, William, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Timber Merchant. 
Joly 18 at 2 at offices of Carvick and Co, Haltwhistie 
Ferry, Ambrose, Old Bethnal Green rd, Dining Table Maker, July 15 
at 3 at offices of Mogg, Shorediteh, st. Clarke, Blom sb 
Fisher, Conrad, Leader st, Chelsea, Baker. July 1? at 2 at offices of 
Jennings, Leadenhall at 
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Gale, Fiwin Joseph, Caseland rd, Hackney, Flour Factor. July 8 at 
9.30 at offices of George, Finsbury place. Fenton, Highgate ; 
Gern, August Friderich Hermann, Boundary villas, Notting hill, 
Organ Builder. July 10 at 12 at offices of Davis, Moorgate st 

Gibson, George, Knaresborough, York, Tailor. July 11 at 10 at offices 
of Crumbie, Stonegate, York 

Grieves, Joseph, Guildford st, Bloomsbury, Traveller. July 18 at 3 at 
offices of Foster, Brunswick sq, Bloomsbury 

Griffiths, George, Manchester, Stationer. July 18 at 3 at offices of 
Cobkett and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Hansen, William, Brierley, York, Blacksmith. July 10 at 11 at offices 
of Lake, Sonthgate, Wakefield 

Hordacre, Wilson, Bradford, York, Ale Dealer. July 10 at 11 atoffices 
of Cox , Wellington chambers, Westgate, Bradford 

Harding. Frederick, Brooklands, Essex, Commercial Clerk. July 19 at 
2 at offices of Morphett and Hanson, Cheapside. Pettiver,College st 

Hassell, Henry, Leicester, Picturs Frame Dealer. July 12 at 1 at 
the Guildhall Ceffee house, Gresham st. Wright, Leicester 

Herring, George, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Draper. July 11 at 12 at offices 
of Seago, High st, Lowestoft 

Holden, Jcseph, Liverpool, Poulterer. July 15 at 1 at offices of 
Stephens and Danger, Vicroria st, Liverpool 

Holt, Benjamin, Darlaston, Stafford, Buicher. 
offices of Sheldon. High st, Wednesbury ? 

Horsfield, Thomas John Robinson, Barnsley, York, Builder. 
at 3 at offices of Rideal, Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 

Hovghton, William, and Wiliam Hill, Birmingham, Builders’ Iron- 
mongers. July 1] at 3 at offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Iiten, Frederick John, Everton, ne Liverpool, Grocer’s Assistant. 
July 28 at 2 at offices of Bremner and Co, Dale st, Liverpool 

Jackson, Hervry, Lincoln, Innkeeper, July 6 at ll at the Brown Cow 
Inn, LinesIn. Brogden, Lincoln 

James, William, Hanley, Grocer. July 8at 11 at offices of Tennant 
and Co, Che*pside, Hanley 

Knox, John, Midd'esborough, Tobacconist. July 12 at 11 at offices of 
Teale, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Langford, Thomes, Whitechapel ra. Parasol Manufacturer. July 6 at 
3 at offices of Hicks, Globe rd, Mile end 

Lewis, Alfred James, Aston. Warwick, Butcher. July 10 at 3 at 
offices of Jacques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Limbach, Peter William, Hemsworth st, Canning Town, Baker. July 
17 at 3 at offices of Paulin, Fen court, Fenchurch st 

Lister, Alfred, Rochdale, Shoe Dealer. July 12 at 3 at offices of 
Brierley, Butt’s avetrue, Rochdale 

Little, George, Gateshead, Cheesemonger. July 10 at 3 at offices of 
McAlinm, Grainger st west, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Richardson, 
Newcastle-npon-Tyre 

Lloyd, Daniel, Eg!wysfach, Denbigh, Road Contractor. Ju’y 3 at 11.30 
at offices of Harmonds, Lianrwst 

Marshall, Alired William, Dowgate hill, Licensed Victualler. July 6 
at 4 at 15z, Westminster bridge rd. Goatly 

Matthews. Edward, Oxford st, Lithographer. July 18 at 2 at the 
Guildhali Tavern, King st. Harcourt and MacArthur, Moor- 
gate st 

Miller, John, Aughton, Lancashire, Farmer. July ll at 2 at offices 
of Evans and Loc«etr, Commerc? chambers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Moger, Joseph Bernard, West Cornforth, Durham, Grocer. July 13 at 
10.30 at the Wholesale Traders’ Association, High st, Stockton-on- 


July 10 at 10.30 at 
July 17 


Tees 

Nicholes, William, Liverpoo!, Printer. July 15 at 3 at offices of Con- 
nor, Ranelaigh st, Liverpool. Nordon and Mason, Liverpool 

Nichols, Henry, New Brighton, Cheshire, Gardener, July 15 at 2 at 
offices of Fow er. Cable st, Liverpool! 

Nordblom, Henry, West Croydon, Vocalist. July 15 at 11 at offices of 
Greening and Chee-man, Farringdon st, Allen 

Norman, Aifred Jackson, Wakefield, Cooper. July llat 3 at offices 
of Burton, Wood st, Wakefield 

North, Richard, Southwel!, Notts, Licensed Victualler. Joly 11 at J1 
et offices of Belk Middle pavement, Notts 

North, Thomas, Jewin st, Woollen Merchant. July 12 at 12 at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yard. Webb, Austin friars 

Ogbturn, John, Maidenheat, Farmer. July 13 at 3 at offices of Jones 
and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Oliver, George William, High rd, Tottenham, Carpenter. July 16 at 3 
at offices of McLachlan, Metropolitan chambers, Broad st 

Parsons, Frederick Wiliam Hobscn, Willsbridge, Gloucester, 
Accountant. July 3 at 1! at offices of Price, Bristol parade, Bristol 
bridge, Bristol 

Phillips, John, Upper Norwood, Surrey, Wheelwright. July 10 at 3 
at aoe of Finch, Bridge chambers, Borough High st, South- 
wa 

Pinder, Richard Henrv, Stockwell green, Surrey, Builder, July 9 at 
1! at the Guildhall Ccffee House, Gresham st. Wolferstan, Iron- 
monger lane 

Pool, William, Commercial rd east, Grocer. July 15 at 2 at 4, Arthur 
st east, London bridge. Carter and Bell, Eastcheap 

Raine, Nicholas, jun, and Robert Smailes, jun, Dipton, Durham, Pro- 
vision Merchants. July 17 at 1 at offices of McAilum, Grainger 
st west, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Richardson, Market st, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Recknell, William, Brentford, Barge Builder. July 20 at 10 at the 
County Court Offices, Towrhsll, Brentford. Woodridge and Sons 
Brentford 4 

Redfern, Jemes, Bath, Grocer. July 9 at 12 ut offices of Ricketts 
Paragon, Bath 

Reeves, Edward, Freeling st, Celedonian rd, Butcher, July 15 at 12 at 
offices «f Yarde and Loader, Raymond buildings, Gray’s inn 

Reynett, Edward, and Albert Whalley, Liverpool, Provision Merchants 
duly 12 at 3 at cffices of Yates and Co, Water st, Liverpool p 

Ridpath, Edwin, Liverpool, Tailor. July 22 at 3 at offices of Nordon 
and Mason, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Robotham, rude Lovisa, Birmingham, Wire Worker. July 10 at 
4 at offices of Whateley and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Roe, Aibert John Alsopp, Blickiey, Lancashire, General House Far- 
as. July 11 at 3 at offices of Horner and Son, Clarence st, Man- 


Rothwell. Herry, Waterfoot, Lareashire, Oirpet Manufacturer, 
16 at @ av offices of Grandy and Kershaw, Booth st, Manchester 


July 








Rutter, Barnabas, Middlesbirough, Innkeeper. July 12 at 3 at Offices 

ct Belk and Parrington, Post Office chambers, Marton rd, Midaleg. 
orough 

Salt, Tom Mills, High Wycombe, Builder. July 16 at 11 at the Guia. 
hall, High Wycombe. Clarke, High Wycombe 

Sawyers, Joseph Page, and William Lonsdale, Whitehaven, Drysalters, 
July 16 at | at offices of Atter, New Lowther st, Whitehaven 

Scarfe, Edward, Boundary mews, Talbot rd, Builder. July 6 at t at 
offices of Yorke, Marylebone rd , 

Shipley, Joseph Matthew, South Shields, Painter. July 12 at 10 at 
offices of Scott, King st, South Shields 

Shirley, Emily Selina Fraser, Brighton, Mantle Maker. July 15 at 12 
at 145, Cheapside, Williams, Brighton 

Smith, John Martin, Retford, Nottingham, Hairdresser. July 12 gt 
11 at offices of Marshall and Co, East Retford 

Smith, Joseph, Barwell, Leicester, Framesmith. July 13 at 10,30 ag 
offices of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Speight, Handel, Manningham, York, Coal Merchant. July 11 at ip 
at offices of Voore. Hustlergate, Bradford 

Spice, George, Croydon, Butcher. July 17 at 12 at the Railway Tavern, 
North Exd, Croydon, Palmer, Tonbridge 

Stirling, Thomas, North Ormesby, York, Draper. June 9 at 11 at offices 
cf Spry, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 

Street, Henry, Edwardes sq, Kensington, Antique Cabinet Maker, 
July 16 at 2 at offices of Slater, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall gt, 
Webb and Co 

Teal, ‘William, Cosgrove, Northampton, Blacksmith. Juiy 13 at 11 at 
the White Hart Hotel, Buckingham. Whiteburn, Banbury 

Thomas, Benjamin, Carmarthen, Ostler. July 13 at 3.30 at the Guild. 
hall, Carmarthen. Lloyd, Haverfordwest 

Thomas, William John, and Henry Thomas Clemow, Falmouth, Coal 
Merchants. July 11 at 3 at offices of Jenkins, Post Office buildings, 
Falmouth 

Townsend, James, Aston, Warwick, Builder. July 16 at 3 at officesof 
Horton, Imperial chambers, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Umpleby, Edward, Leeds, Mungo Dealer. July 9 at 3 at offices of Ford 
and Warren, Albion st, Leeds 

Vickers, Thomas, Greenhill, Derby, Draper. July 10 at 12 at the 
George Hotel, Market place, Sheffield. Stanton, Chesterfield 

Watson, John Dormer, Fillongley, nr Coventry, Farmer. July 6atll 
at offices o' East, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Wilding, George, Amhurs: rd, Hackney, Grocer. July 15 at 3 at 93, 
Queen st. Green, Queen st 

Wilkinson, Arthur James, Penkhu!l, Stoke-upon-Tren‘, Builder, 
July 8 at 12 at offices of Robinson, King st, Longton 

Wilkinson, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Saw Maker. July 5 at? 
at the Imperial Hotel, Cloth Market, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Fraser, 
Jarrow-on-Tyne 

Wilson, William, Pelaw Grange, Durham, Builder. July 10 at 12 at 
offices of Mather and Co, Bank chambers, Mosley st, Newcastle-on- 


Tyne 
Wright, John William, Wesham, Lancashire, Builder. July 12 at@ 
at the Shelley Arms Hotel, Fishergate, Preston, Spencer, Preston 
TUESDAY, July 2, 1878. 


Adams, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Marine Store Dealer, July 15 at 
2 at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastie-upon-T'yne 

Allen, John, Willenuall, Stafford, Butcher, July 17 at 3 at offices of 
Cresswe!l, New rd, Willenhall 

Arrowsmith, Samue! Edmund, North Shields, Innkeeper. July 11 at 


12 at offices of Cresswell, New rd, Willenhall 

Atkiss, Richard, jun, Bilston, Stafford, Miner. 
of Fellows, Mount Pleasant, Bilston 

Bailey, Henry Seddon, Boltou, Lincashire, Broker. Ju'y 18 at 3 af 
offices of Ryley and Husiam, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Bailey, Joseph Evenezer, Newcasile-upon-Tyne, Bookseller. July 1? 
at 12 at offices of Hoyle and Co, Collingwood st, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

Banks, Frederick Lawson, Shefficid, Wine Merchant. July 13 at 12 at 
the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Porrett, Sheffi:ld 

Bickerton, Joseph, Fenton, Stafford, Saddler. July 12 at 11 at the 
Copeland Arms Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent, Bagnall, Stoke-upon- 
Trent 

Boggon, George, Sunderiand, Printer. July 15 at 11 at offices of 
Wright, Tempe*t place, Seaham Harbour 

Boyd, George, Wert Bromwich, Tailor. July 15 at 11 at offices of 
East, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Briggs, John, Cambridge, Butcher. July 15 at 8 at offices of Peed and 
Turner, Bank buildiugs, Benet st, Cambridge 

Brinkworth, Robert, Neath, Glamorgan, Fishmonger. July 12 at 11 at 
offices of Charles, the Parade, Neath 

Bromiey, James Augustus, Penton st, Pentonville, Printer. July 18at 
12 at offices of Bradley, Mark lane 

Brookes, Robert William, Sheffield, Confectioner, July 12 at 12 at the 
Incorporated Law 8 ciety, High st, Sheffield. Wake, Sheffield 

Bryant, John, Kingswood, Gloucester, Builder. July 12 at 11 at offices 
of Meeres, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Cardwell, Francis, Mirfield, York, Blanket Manufacturer. July 15 a 
2 at the Black Bull Hotel, Mirfield. Learoyd and Co, Huddersfield 

Carman, Henry Alexander, Newbury Mews, Kent‘sh Town, 
a July ll at 3 at 19, Worship st, Finsbury. Fenton, 

ighgate 

Catlin, Edward, Hensbridge villas, St John’s Wood, Lodging house 

Keeper. July 15 at 3 at offices of Johnson, Henabridge v: 


July 20 at 11 at offices 


Cole, Thomas, Newport, Isle of Wight, Licensed Victualler. July 18 
at 1 at offices of Mew and Hooper, Castichold, Newport 
July 13 at 12 at the 


Conway, John, St Asaph, Flint, Cattle Salesman, 
Dudley Arms Hotel, Rhyl. Jones, Conway ‘ 

Cook, Japhet, Hadleigh, Snffolk, Builder, July 22 at 12 at the White 
Lion Hotel, Hadleigh. Pollard 

Cooper, George, Manchester, Linen Manufacturer. July 15 at 3 at 
olfices of Dawson, Brown st, Manchester. Phillips, Manchester 

Corrall, Frederick, Martin st, Stratford, Gent. July 9 at 2 at ottices of 
Payne, Finsbury pavement 

Craven, Herbert Hall, Blackpool, Lancashire, Builder. July 15 at 3 a6. 
offices of Blackhurst, Lytham st, ye 

Crow, Frederick, Lincoln, Shoe Dealer, July 17 at 11 at offices of Page, 
jun, Flaxengate, Lineoin 

Condali, Henry, Forest Gate, Essex, Baker, Jaly 22 at 12 at offices of 
Brown, Basinghall st 
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John Lewis, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Grocer. a 17 at 1! at 


offices of Williams and Lewis, Castle st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Davis, Francis, Struet, Brecon. July 13 at 12 at the Lion Hotel, 
lis 


th We 
Herbert Hall, Budge row, Cannon st, Felt Merchant, July 22 
at 2 at the Law Institution, Chancery lane. Prior and Co, Lincoln’s 
fields 
Pg Robert, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. July 12 at 3 at offices of 
Berriige st, Leicester 
, William James, Alfreton, Derby, Slater. July 17 at 2 at the Bell 
el, Derby. Harris, Orich 
Biliott, John Bardoe Bowes, Pall Mall, Club Proprietor. July 26 at 12 
at the Incorporated Law Society’s Hall, Chancery lane. Hudson 
vans, Henry, Liverpool, Plumber. July 16 at 3 at offices of Sherwia 
and Dean, Lord st, Liverpool 
gvans, John, Ystalyfera, Glamorgan, Grocer. July 15 at 12 at offices 
of Oharles, The Parade, Neath 
Everett, Charles John, Leadenhall st, Matting Manufacturer. July 15 
at 19 at offices of Mote, Walbrook 
Feather, James, Bradford, Yara Finisher. July 15 at 10.30 at offices 
of Hutchinson, Piccadilly chambers, Piccadilly, Bradford 
Feather, Samue!,and Frank Henry Feather, Bradford, Commission 
Wool Combers, July 17 at 10.30 at offices of Hutchinson, Piccadilly 
chambers, Piccadilly, Bradford 
Flint, Henry William, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler. July 15 at 1! 
at offices of Downham, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 
Forder, William, West Derby, nr Liverpool, Bootmaker. July 18 at 3 
st offices of Kitson, Dale st, Liverpool 
Jos, Daniel, West Bromwich, Grucer. July 12 at 11 at offices of 
Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 
Pravklin, Wilisom, Newark-upon-Trent, Miller. July 15 at 3 at offices 
of Bright, Town Club chambers, W heelergate, Nottingham 
Frise, William, Bristo!, Grocer, July 17 at 2 at offices of Tribe and 
Co, Albion chambers, Bristo!. Salmon, Bristol 
Fuller, Susanna, Plumstead, Baker. July 16 at 3 at offices of Cooper, 
Ohancery lane 
Forber, John, Crewe, Ironmonger. July 19 at 3 at offices of Cooke, 
Temple chambers, Oak st, Crewe Town 
Gil, James Ingham, Leeds, Sawyer. July 15 at 1 at the Queen’s 
Hote’, Wellington st, Leeds. eston, Leeds 
Goldberg, Ephraim, Roman rd, Old Ford, Dealer in Unredeemed 
Pledges. July 10 at 10.30 at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ 
ayence, Basinghali st. Dobson, Duke st, Aldgate 
Grieves, Herbert, Ludlow, Salop, Chemist. July 23 at 11 at the Angel 
Hotel, Ludlow, Henderson and Davies 
Groves, Henry, Fordington, Dorchester, Timber Dealer. July 13 at 
li at the Antelove Hotel, Dorchester. Howard, Weymouth 
Haberstroh, Pius, King sq, Goswell rd, out of business. July 11 at 3 
at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Hadfield, Thomas Henry, Sheffield, Shoe Dealer. July 12 at 2 at offices 
of Taylor, Norfolk row, Sheffield 
Harger, William John, Wakefield, no occupation. Juty 17 at 3 at 
tfices of Marsden and Co, Westgate, Wakefield 
Hat, William Henry, and James John Potter, Birmingham, Horti- 
altural Builders. July 10 at 2 at the Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson 
place, New st, Birmingham. Fitter, Birmingham 
Heatley, William Alfred, Rainhil', Lancashire, Commercial Traveller. 
July 15 at 1 at offices of Connor, Ranelagh st, Liverpool. Nordon 
and Mason, Liverpool 
Heyworth, John, and John Turner, Bradford, Worsted Spinners. July 
Bat 1) at offices of Watson and Dickons, Victoria chambers, Market 
st, Bradford 
Billam, Paul Cornelius, Spittlegate, Lincoln, Corn Merchants. July 
at 12 at offices of Malim, Westgate, Grantham 
Hime, Priscilla, Liverpool, Masic Seller. July 12 at 2 at offices of 
Francis and Co, Cook st, Liverpool 
Hird, Thomas, Bradford, Grocer. July 11 at 11 at offices of Harris and 
Hailstone, Market st chambers, Market st, Bradford 
Hoare, John Henry, Finsbury sq buildings, Estate Agent, July 15 at 
3at offices of Shapland, Coleman st 
Hodges, William Henry, Yeovil, Somerset, out of business, July 13 
i a the Saracen’s Head Hotel, Temple gate, Bristol. Watts, 
eovil 
Hoggins, Henry Ceci), Lewisham, Commercial Clerk. July 10 at 12 at 
offices of Soard and Son, Eastcheap 
Holmes, Joseph, Waterloo, Lancashire, Journeyman Bricklayer, 
July 16 at 3 at the Scarisbrick Arms Hotel, Lord st, Southport. 
Buck and Dickony, Southport 
Houghton, William, and William Hill, Birmingham, Builders’ Iren- 
mongers. July 12 at 3 at offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birming- 


Howard, John, Tabard st, Borough, Licensed Victualler, July 9 at 2 
at effices of Layton and Co, Budge row 
Hughes, Joseph, Minories, Optician, July 17 at 3 at the Guildhall 
Taverr, Gresham st. Stocken and Jupp, Lime st sq 
Iredale, Thomas, Blackstock rd, Islingt»n, Corn Chandler. July 11 at 
dat offices of Marshall, Bedford row 
es, George, Little Dawley, Salop, Farrier, July 19 at 12 at offices 
of Murcy, Walker at, Wellington 
Jarvis, Joha Jasper, Bradford, Carver, July 15 at 10 at offices of Peel 
and Gaunt, Chapel lane, Bradford 
evkins, Elizabeth Ruth, Salisbury, China Merchant. July 15 at 11 at 
es of Cobb and Smith, the Cana’, Salisbary 
ennens, Charles Thomas, Birmingham, Fish Salesman. July }2 at 12 
at offices of Lowe and Son, Temple st, Birmingham 
Jennings, John Uartley, Leeds, Wholesale Deuggist. July 15 at 3 at 
es of Cousins, Bank chambers, Park row, Leots 
» John, and Nathaniel Sutcliffe, Bradford, Machine Makers. July 
15 at 11 at offices of Peel and Grant, Chapel st, Bradtord 
» James, Plymouth, Printer, July 11 at 12 at ollices of Beer and 
‘Rundle, Ker st, Devonport 
aWrence, Benjamin, Newport, Mon, Architect. July 13 at 3 at offices 
Of Gibbs and Liewe'lyn, Tredegar place, Newport 
8, Nathaniel, Great Cambridge st, Hackney rd, Boot Manu- 
ener. July 18 at 2 at offices of Nash aud Field, Queen et, Cheap. 
e 


Lewis, William, Tonystrad, nr Pontypri'd, Bailder, July 16 at 10 at 
Offices of Rowser, High st, Pontypridd 





Lee, James Edwird, and Eli Lee, Ossett at, Site, nr Dewsbury 
Blanket Manufacturers. July 16 at 3 at the Royal Hotel, Dewsbury. 
Walker and Son, Dewsbury 

Manley, John, Bournemouth, Hants, Blacksmith. Jnly 24 at 1 at 
offices of Aldridge and Sharp, Westover villas, Bournemouth. Sharp, 
Christchurch, Hants 

Mauning, George, B-edbury, Cheshire, Grocer. July 19 at 3 at the 
Norfolk Arms Hote!, Hyde. Smith, Hyde 

Marsh, William Thomas, Randwick, Gloucester, out of business. 
12 at 4 at offices of Jackson, London rd, Stroud 

Martio, Arthur, Pimlico rd, Builder. July 19 at 12 at offices of Terrell 
and Honey, Aldermanbury 

Millar, Thomas, Hessle, York, Stone Mason. 
Pickering, Parlanent s', Kingston-upon-Hall. 
Peach, Hail 

Milnes, Thomas, Barnsley, Timber Merchant. 
of Gray, Eastgate, barasley 

Morgan, Evan, Tonyrefail, Glamorgan, Blacksmith. July 18 at [10 at 
offices of Rosser, High st Pontypridd 

Morgan, James William, Hereford, Oil Merchant. July 15 at 4.30 at 
_ George Hote], Victoria st, Bristol, Corner, High Town, Here- 

ord 

Muleaster, John Wallis, Woolwich Common, Military Tutor. July 19 
at 3 at offices cf Foreman and Sou, Greshsm st. Curtis, O'd Jewry 
chambers 

Nurse, Charles, Tixton, Draper. 
Church Jane, Tipton 

Orme, Thomas, W«rwiek, Butcher. July 12 at 11 at offices of Sander ~ 
son, Church st, Warwick 

Parker, Thomas, Castleford, York, Bailder. Jaly 15 at 11 at the North 
Eastern Hotel, Castleford. Bradley 

Partington, William, Morley, York, Grocer. July 13 at 10.30 at offices 
of Booth and Son, Hanover st, Batley. Watts and Sos, Commercial 
st, Batley 

Perkirs, Edwin, Welshpo»l, Montromery, Butcher. July 24 at 11 at 
offices of Jores, Severn st, We'shoool 

Pinches, Thomas Kyan, and Eliza Pinches, Lis’e st, Leicester sq, 
Stationers. July 17 atl at offices of Allen and Son, Cariisle st, 
Soho sq 

Pollock, Simpson, St George st, St Georze’s-in-th -East, Outfitter. 
July 11 at 2 at offices of Harrison, Finsbury +q 

Purser, Frederick, Forest gate, Essex, Commission Agent. Ju'y 23 at 
2 at offices ot Davis, Moorgate st 

Quayle, David, Liverpool, Boot Dealer. 

Francis and Co, Cock st, Liverpool. 


July 


July 12 at 3 at offices of 
Woothouse and 


July 10 at 11 at offices 


Jaly 15 at 2 at offices of Travis, 


Inly 16 at 2 at offices of 
Francis, Hamiltoa sq, Birken- 


eed 

Ratcliffe, Alfred, Bolton, Tin Plate Worker. Jaly 17 at 3 at offices of 
Ryley and Haslam, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Rettle, William, Burslem, Grocer. July !2at 11 at offices of Lees, 
Waterloo rd, Burslem 

Rich, George, Nailsworth, Glouczster, Miller. July 5 at4at offices of 
Jackson, London ra, Stroud 

Richaréson, John Newton, Loscoe, Derby, Provision Merchant. 
18 at 2 at the Committee Room, Market Hall, Chesterfield. 
and Co 

Richardson, Thomas, Reading, Wood Merchant, July 16 at 11 at 
offices of Creed, the Forbury, Reading 

Rosch, George Wiliam, William st, Old Kent rd, Japanner. 
3 at offices of Saffery and Huntley, Tooley st, Soathwark 

Roberts, Wiliam, Northampton, Be-lhanger. July 11 at 3 at offices of 
Beck, Derngate, Northampton 

Ree, Edward Morris, Swans:a, Tailor. 
son, Fisher st, Swansea 

Rowley, Al'rad, Barnsley, York, Draper. 
Dibd and Co, Regent st, Barnsley 

Ryder, Charles William, West Kirby, Cheshire. July 15 at 3 at offices 
of Gibson and Co, South John st, Liverp»ol. Powles, Liverpool 

Saville, William, Tom Saville and Walter Saville, Heckmondwike, 
York, Dyers, July 17 at 3 at the George Hotel, Heckmondwike. 
Iveson, Heck mondwike 

Seymour, Edward, Highgate rd, Kentish Town, Glass Merchant. July 
15 at 2 at offices of Treherne and Wolferstan, Ironmooger lane, 
Cheapside 

Shaw, Georg’, Stockton-on-Tees, Auctioneer. July 13 at 3.30 at the 
Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Draper, Sceckton-on-Tees 

Smith, George, Luton, Bedford, Timber Merckant. Jaly 19 at 3 at 
offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Smith, George, jun, and Frederick Smith, New Park rd, Brixtoa hill, 
Builders, July 24 at 12 at ocfices of Reader, Gray's inn s 

Sx ith, William, Hereford, out of business. July 17 at il at the Green 
Dragen Hotel. Piper, Ledoury 

Smith, William Henry Coappell, Cambridge, Draper, July 22 at 12 at 
the Incorporated Law Suciety’s Iustitauon. slison and Co, Petty 
Cury, Cambridge 

Spencer, Wiliam, Leeds, Butcher, July 12 at 11 at offices of Wells, 
East parade, Lee !s 

Spurgeon, Freleries, Long st, Hackney rd, Chairmaker. July 15 at 3 
at offices of McLacolan, Metropo'itan chambers, droad ss 

Stevens, John, Tottenham st, Uoper Westbourve park, Baker, July 12 
at 4 at offices of Young and Sons, Mark lane 

Wade, Seth, Manchester, Builder. July 16 at3 at oiices of Diggles 
and Oaden, Booth st, Manchester 

Wagsiaff, Thomas, Chestertoo, Huntingdon, Farmer. July 12 at lat 
the Angel Hotel, Peterborough. Deacon and Wilkins, Peterborough 

Walker, Thomas, Nunhead crescent, Peckham Rye, Greengrocer. 
July 11 at 4at 19, Worship st. Fenton, Highgate 

Wailace, Hugh, New rd, Battersea, Manufacturing Chemist, July 18 
at 2 at the Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. Pettengill 

Walworth, William, Stockport, Vinegar Dealer, July 15 at 11 at offices 
of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Walton, Frederick, Droylesdon, Lancashire, Grocer, 
the Pitt and Nelson Hotel, Ashton-under-Lyne. 
Ashtowunder-Lyne 

Warham, Charles, Lichficld, Stefford, Tallow Chandler, July 15 at 
11.80 at the Swan Ino, Stafford, Julian, Burslem 

Watkins, John, Maeste, Glamorgan, Groesr, July 13 at 12 at offices 
© Thomes, Queen st, Neath 


Jaly 
Catts 


July 16 at 


July 15 at 3 at offices of Ley- 
July lj at 12 at offices of 


July 17 at Sat 
Lord and Son, 
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‘Wickett, George, Witton, nr Birmingham, Grocer. July llat10.15 at 
offices of East, Cherry st, Birmingham 

“Williams, James Joshua, Forest Gate, Essex, Flour Factor. July 10 at 
2 at offices of George, Finsbury place. Fenton, Highgate 

Wood, Arthur John, Richmond, Surrey, Tailor. July 11 at 3 at offices 
of Baxter, Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfa-t, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aod Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
vee Chocolate, anid may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
hibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless systera of adapting 
(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 
ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 


EDE AND 50N 
ROBE MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To He Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY CLERGY GOWNS, XC. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS AND 
SOLICITORS. 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS. 


This new Ink supplies the demand continualiy made but never 
before met, for a Red Ink which is usinjared by Steel or other 
Metallic Pens. Steel Pens left in this ink for months do not impair 
the beauty of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least corroded by it. 
The existing Red Inks rapid!y destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red 
colour if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens. This new colour 
is a very rich ecarlet red of great beauty. The colour of this ink is 
not affected by use upon parchment, and is consequently of great 
value to Solicitors and Draughtsmen, 

Sold in stone botties, retail at 1s., 2s., 22.; and Imperial Quarts of 
49 ounces at 6s.each. Also in glass bottles at 6d. and ls. each. 


6 by SOLICITORS (Town and Country).— Suites of 

Offices to let in New Building, known as Lonsdale Chambers, 
Chancery-lane, built on site of Old Bream’s-buildings. Rooms all 
Jarge and lofty; plenty of light: every convenience and comfort 





























studied. Lift to top of building. Strong rooms if required. Also Two 
Shops in centre, to Let.—For particulars and card to view apply to Mr. 
Geo. Beckett, Surveyor, 267, Strand. 

READY ON JULY 31, 1878, 

The Sixth Edition of the 
G UIDE to the PREPARATION of BILLS of 
a COSTS in all the DIVISIONS of the HIGH COURT of JUSTICE 

and in LUNACY. Edited by T. W. PRIDMORE, one of the principal 
Cierks in the Taxing Masters’ Office of the Court of Chancery. 

Price Ten Shillines and Sixpence. 
Waterrcw & Sova (Limrrep), London-wa!), Great Winchester-street, 
and Parliement-street, London. 








This day, price 2s, 
URGICAL EVIDENCE in COURTS of LAW. 
By JOHN ERIC ERICHSEN, F.R.8., &, 
London : Lonomans & Co. 


If Pssks. DEBENHAM,TEWSON & FAKMER’S 
A LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
Lavestments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, B.C., 
or will be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for inser 


h 











LONDON GAZE TE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, 
Hs RY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the adva) 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continuee 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictesy 
ment and file of ‘‘ London Gazstte” kept, By anvointment. 
‘Tss AGRA BANK (LIMITED), 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON, 
Brancuzs in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra, 
Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms eng. 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz, dant 
At 5 per cent, per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdra wal, 
upon. 
Brtts issued at the current exchange ofthe day on any ofthe Branches 
for collection, 
Sates AND Purcuasys effected in British and foreign securities, in 
taken. 
Interest drawn and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realized 
British and Indian transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairman, 
PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 
192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E,C. 
Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s, 
Brier Paper, 15s, 6d., 178. 6d., and 23s. 6d. per ream. 
FooiscaP Paper, 10s. 6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s. 6d, per ream. 
Lares Caeam-Latp Nore, 4s. 64., 63. 6d., and 8s. per ream, 
LARGE BiveE Noose, 3s. 6d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d, per ream. 
Te “ TempLe’’ Envevore, extra secure, 9s. 6d, per 1000, 
FoorscaP Orrrctabh Envecores, ls. 9d. per 100. 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthless 
imitations. Prrchasers are particularly requested to observe thet 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HUUSE PAPER,” withont 
which none is genuine. 
doz., 135s, per roll. 
Seconps oR FoLLowers, Ruled, 2s. 1d, each, 24s. perdozen, 115s, per 
Reconds o8 Memoriats, 8d, each, 7s. 6d. per dozen, 
Ledgers, Day Books, Cash Books, Let‘er or Minute Books: 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special ip. 
care and promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for adverstiga 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 
balance does not fall below £100, 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed 
of the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sent 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same under. 
Every other description of banking business and money agency, 
WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS 
Drarr Paper, 5s., 6s. 6d., 78. 64., 7s. 9d.,and 9s, 9d. per ream. 
CreaM-Latp Nore, 3s., 4s., and 53. per ream. 
ENVELOPES, CREAM OB Bxve, 33, 9d., 4s. 6d., and 6s, 64. per 1000, 
ParTRipce & Oooper’s Vettum Wove Cxivs-Hovsr Nore, 9s. 6d. 
each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘‘PARTRIDGE & 
IxpENTURE SErns, Printed and Machme-ruled, 2s. 5d. each, 288, per 
roll. 
An immense stock in various bin dings. 





The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisitc onder the above Acts supplied on the shortest notic 








The BOOKS ana FORMS kept in stock for immediate us 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the properform for registration and distribution. SHAKE CER- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Com- 
panies Fee Stamps Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, 
street, London, E,C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


LIEBIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


FINEST MEAT-FLAVOURING STOOK FOR SOUPS, MADE 
DISHES, AND SAUCES, 


LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


CAUTION.—Genuine only with the fac-simile of Barom 
Liebig’s Signature in Blue Ink across Label. 


LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


ALKER’S CRYSTAL CASE WATCHES 
7 yea , London 5 
1867, Gold ren eis toes giver from £6 0x88, Cormbills 59 


Fleet 











tion should be received not later than four days previous to the end 
of the preceding month, 


Regent-street; 76, Strand, 













Hr Wax 
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